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The present research compared the drag use behaviors between incarcerated 
delinquents and school students in a sample of 969 Chinese adolescents in Hong 
Kong. The delinquents were substantially higher than their student counterparts in 
the mean prevalence rate, frequency of drugs used and proportion of poly substance 
users. It was counterintuitive to detect higher levels of drug use amongst the female 
delinquents than their male counterparts. In general, the significant roles of peer and 
family drug use as well as sensation seeking in predicting adolescent substance use 
were confirmed. Self-esteem, however, failed to be a significant predictor for drug 
use. Illicit substance uses were predicted by different variables in the school and 
delinquent sub-samples. A further regression analysis revealed that peer drug use was 
the only significant predictor for illicit substance use amongst the occasional drug 
users whereas both sensation seeking and peer drag use were significant predictors 
amongst the regular drug users. A structural equation model was specified to account 
for the complex relationships among the proximal antecedents (social norms and 
perceived control in access to drugs) and distal antecedents (disinhibition and peer 
drug use) on the three latent outcome variables (intention, drug use，and adverse 
consequences of drug use). This model fitted in both school and delinquent samples. 
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INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
Adolescent substance abuse which is determined by various factors is not only 
a problem for an individual but a problem for the society at large. The present 
research was an attempt to study the drug use behaviors among two groups of 
adolescents in Hong Kong, namely the incarcerated delinquents and school students. 
First, it would briefly describe what is meant by substance abuse and its impact. 
After reviewing the adverse consequences of this problem, some statistics on the 
current adolescent drug use patterns in Hong Kong and the States would be presented. 
In order to leam more about the risk factors associated with substance abuse, 
empirical research findings on the major antecedents of adolescent drag use would be 
reviewed. A conceptual model was proposed to link up the various antecedents of 
adolescent substance use behavior. The purposes of the present research would then 
be outlined and discussed. 
Substance Abuse: Definition and Consequences 
Substance may refer to both licit (e.g., alcohol and cigarette) and illicit 
psychoactive chemicals (e.g., heroin, marijuana or stimulants, etc.) that modify mood 
or behavior. The term substance "abuse" , however, was regarded as ambiguous 
( K a n d e l ， I t s meaning differed among different investigators. It may refer to 
the use of an illicit substance, or the legal use of a restricted substance or use of 
drug that lead to adverse consequences. Not until the publication of the Diagnostic 
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders - Third Edition by the American 
Psychiatric Association (1980) was there any consensus on the clinical definition of 
substance abuse. According to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders, third edition, revised (DSM-III-R; American Psychiatric Association, 
2 
1987)，the diagnostic criteria for psychoactive substance abuse includes "a 
. .一 . - - - — - - - - -
maladaptive pattern of psychoactive substance use indicated by at least one of the 
following: i) continued use despite knowledge of having a persistent or recurrent 
social, occupational, psychological, or physical problem that is caused or exacerbated 
by use of the psychoactive substance; ii) recurrent use in situations in which use is 
physically hazardous (e.g., driving while intoxicated)". In addition, it is required that 
"some symptoms of the disturbance have persisted for at least one month, or have 
occurred repeatedly over a longer period of time". Finally, the patient involved has 
"never met the criteria for psychoactive substance dependence for the substance". 
The consequences of adolescent drug abuse are acute on both a personal and a 
societal level. At an individual level, it diminishes motivation, interferes with 
cognitive processes, contributes to debilitating mood disorders, and increases risk of 
accidental injury or death (Hawkins, Catalan。，& Miller，1992). Substance use and 
abuse during adolescence are also strongly associated with other problem behaviors 
such as delinquency, precocious sexual behavior, deviant attitudes or school dropout 
(Newcomb & Bentler，1989). For the society at large, adolescent substance abuse 
extracts a high cost in health care, educational failure, mental health services, drug 
and alcohol treatment, and juvenile crime (Hawkins et al，1992). 
Prevalence of Substance Abuse Amongst Adolescents in Hong Kong and the States 
It is alarming to note that adolescent substance abuse continues to be a serious 
problem in Hong Kong._ According J o the statistics released by the Hong Kong 
Central Registry of Drug Abuse in the first half of 1993，there was a marked increase 
of 71.7% of newly reported drug addicts aged under 21 as compared with that in the 
first half of 1992. Overall, the mean age of first illicit drag use decreased from 22.6 
in 1991 to 21.6 in 1992 and to 21 in the first half of 1993. The proportion of those 
who initiated drug abuse under 20 has increased from 43.9% in 1991 to 53.5% in 
\ 
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1992 and to 58.6% in the first half of 1993. The drags most frequently abused by 
those aged under 21 in the first half of 1993 was Heroin (70.7%), followed by 
Cannabis (19.5%), Cough Medicine (14.7%), Flunitrazepam (4.0%), Triazolam 
(1.6%), and Methaqualone (1.3%). 
With respect to the non-medical use of psychotropic substances among 
secondary school students in Hong Kong, a survey conducted by Narcotics Division 
of the Govermnent Secretariat revealed that 2.1% secondary students in Chinese-
speaking schools had abused psychotropic substances, as against 1.1% in 1987 
(Central Registry of Drug Abuse, 1990). In addition to the use of illicit substances, 
there has been an increasing trend of alcohol and tobacco use among adolescents. 
Approximately one third of 14 year-old youths surveyed by the Community Drug 
Advisory Council (1991) reported drinking alcohol more than once per month. 
Furthermore,, there had been a marked increase in the regular use of tobacco by the 16 
and 17 years old youngsters between 1988 and 1990 (from 14% for each group to 
22% and 19% respectively) 
Although substance abuse is increasingly an alarming phenomenon among 
adolescents in Hong Kong, the research on this area in Hong Kong is still quite 
limited. The major official statistics on the drug abuse population in Hong Kong 
were released by the Central Registry of Drug Abuse. Although these regular 
surveys provide invaluable information on the drug abuse situation in Hong Kong, its 
focus tended to be restricted to the socio-demographic analyses. To the best of my 
knowledge, apart from this organization's regular surveys, there were only about 10. 
researches on adolescent substance use or abuse in Hong Kong. Most of them were 
regional surveys on the relationships among socio-demographic characteristics, 
adolescent's knowledge and attitude toward drug taking, the motivation or reasons 
underlying drug use, pattern of drag use, and adolescent substance abuses, (e.g., 
Hong Kong Christian Lutheran Society Shatin Youth Center, 1987; Caritas-Aberdeen 
\ 
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Group & Community Work Unit, 1983; Central and Western District Against Crime 
Committee, 1991). 
The problem of adolescent substance abuse however is not unique to Hong 
Kong. The United States is regarded as a drug culture where licit substances are 
pushed to help all types of illness one may face, e.g., stress, depression, headaches, 
physical illness, etc. (Newcomb & Bentler，1989). According to the prevalence 
figures from the 1985 National Household Survey (National Institute on Drug Abuse, 
1987), smoking (45%) and drinking (56%) were the most prevalent activities in the 
early adolescent age group in the States. In addition, nearly 30% had tried at least 
one illicit drug without medical orders previously. Marijuana was the primary drug 
in this category (used by 24% of the teenagers). On the other hand, use of any one 
drug other than alcohol, cigarettes, or marijuana was low. For example, the 
prevalence rate for inhalants was 9%，analgesics was 6%, stimulants was 6%, and 
cocaine was 5%. Any use of heroin by this age group was too low to be presented 
(<.1%). With respect to the high school seniors, 57% of them had tried an illicit 
drug, and more than a third had tried an illicit drug other than marijuana. In contrast 
to the Hong Kong situation, there is a trend for steady declines in most drug use since 
1980 (Johnston, O'Malley, & Bachman，1987). The only significant exception was 
the increase in lifetime prevalence of cocaine use (up to 40% as reported in some 
young adult samples; Newcomb & Bentler, 1988) and abuse. Use of marijuana, 
stimulants, and sedatives declined not only among high school youngsters but in 
related samples of college students and young adults. Use of licit drugs, however, 
remained very high, with 92% of college seniors having had some experience with 
alcohol, and 66% using it in the past month. ——— 
Antecedents of Substance Abuse 
Although the trend for adolescent substance abuse in Hong Kong and the 
States may differ in some aspects, it remains a troublesome phenomenon in both 
\ 
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countries. A lot of research has been conducted overseas to identify those factors that 
may be related to substance use and abuse. A wide range of influences on initial 
involvement in substance use has been identified. Recent theory, accumulation of 
empirical research and conclusions of current reviews have indicated clearly that 
neither drug use nor drug abuse can be fully explained by any one or even a few 
etiological factors (Newcomb & Felix-Ortiz，1992). 
Role of Family 
Family exerts an important role in affecting adolescent's drug using behaviors. 
Kandel (1980) concluded in her review that the effect of family factors on adolescent 
substance use remained after controlling for other domains of variables. According to 
Kandel (1982)，three parental factors helped to predict initiation into drug use: i) 
parent drug using behaviors; ii) parental attitudes about drags; and iii) parent-child 
interactions. 
Parental drug using behaviors 
. - • - ‘ -
Smart and Fejer (1972) surveyed 8,865 students and their parents found that 
the children of frequent users of any substance were more likely to be frequent users 
of some substances. In another study, drug use of students in grades 10 through 12 
was found to be significantly related to their perceptions of their parents' drag use 
(Newcomb, Maddahian, & Bentler，198.6). _ Bamea, Teichman, and Rahav (1992) 
found that parental drug use exerted direct positive influence on adolescents' drug 
using attitudes, behavioral intentions, and actual drug use in the manner that the 
higher the parents' consumption of licit substances, the more favorable the 
adolescent's own drug-related attitudes, the higher their behavioral intentions to use 
drugs，and the greater the extent of their actual drug use. 
\ 
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Parental attitudes toward drug taking _ — 
Not only does parental drug use affect adolescent's use of substances, parental 
attitude also plays a significant role in the process. Biddle, Bank, and Marlin (1980), 
in a study of 149 high school students, found that parental norms was a stronger 
predictor of adolescent alcohol use than were the adolescents' reports of their parents 
alcohol use. McDermott's (1984) research suggested that permissive parental 
attitudes toward drug use as perceived by youngsters may be of equal or even greater 
importance than actual parental drug use in determming adolescent's use of drugs. 
Brook, Whiteman, Gordon, and Cohen (1986) also found that parental tolerance of • 
drug use predicted adolescent drug use. Kline, Canter, and Robin (1987) showed that 
parental norms to be more highly related than peer norms to students' alcohol use. In 
concluding the effect of parental and peer effects on drag use, Kandel (1985) 
suggested that parents were influential as definers of standards (norms), whereas 
peers were more influential as behavioral models. Peers had the greater influence in 
the initiation of drug use (experimentation), while parental norms had more influence 
on the transition to subsequent stages of drug taking. Parental modeling was also 
showed to have directly related to peer's use of drugs, which, in turn, was related to 
one's drag use (Hansen, Graham, Sobel, Shelton, Flay, & Johnson, 1987). 
Family relationship — 
— Bryam and Fly (1984) found adolescent reports of family closeness to be 
negatively related to their reports of alcohoLuse. Zucker and Gomberg (1986) noted 
that the relationship between an alcoholic parent and his or her child was often 
characterized by inadequate parenting and a lack of contact with parents, both of 
which might be secondary effects of parental substance use. Norem-Hebeisen, 
Johnson, Anderson, and Johnson (1984) also found that the quality of adolescents' 
relationship with their parents was related to patterns of drug use. Generally, drug 
\ 
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users perceived their fathers as more hostile, rejecting, and adversarial than did non 
users. Conflict among family members appeared to be more important in the 
prediction of delinquency than does family structure per se (Farrington, Gallagher, 
Morley, Ledger, & West, 1985). In a recent review article, Beschner and Friedman 
(1985) concluded that the family relationship factors which were consistently and 
positively related to adolescent substance use included lack of parental closeness, lack 
of parental involvement in the child's activities, weak parent control and discipline, 
unconventionality of parents, and incompatibility of parents and peers. Bonding to 
family might inhibit drug involvement during adolescence in a manner similar to the 
way in which family bonding inhibited delinquency (Hirschi, 1969). 
Role of Peer Influences 
Researches have consistently demonstrated that peer influences like peer drug 
use and peer attitude toward drug taking were robust predictors of drug uses (e.g., 
Kandel, 1980). 
Peer drug use 
Zucker (1979) considered peer influence to be a particularly potent extra-
individual determinant of the transition to drinker status, because peer use was both a 
model for drug-taking behavior and a source of availability of the substance. 
Kandel's (1980) review article concluded that peer related factors, e.g., extent of 
perceived drug use in the peer group, self-reported drug use by peers, and perceived 
… 一 tolerance for use, were consistently the strongest predictors of subsequent alcohol and 
marijuana use, even when other factors were controlled. Bamea et al. (1992) found 
that peer influence on adolescent substance use was even more significant than that of 
parents. Peer's drug use behavior had a direct positive effect both on adolescents' use 
and on their behavioral intentions. 
\ 
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Peer attitudes toward drug taking 
Peer norms regarding substance use, considered alone, were also positively 
related to the adolescents' use of substances (e.g., Donovan & Jessor，1978，1983; 
Newcomb, Maddhahian, Skager, & Bentler，1987). Biddle et al. (1980) found in a 
path analysis that peer norms regarding alcohol use showed a significant direct effect 
on the student's own norms, which in turn had a significant direct effect on the 
student's frequency of alcohol use. White, Johnson, and Horwitz (1986)'s survey 
found friend's norms to be more highly correlated than friends' use with the ... . . . . . . . . . 
adolescents' substance use. These peer norms, generally measured in terms of peer 
approval of drug use, were positively correlated with peer drug use. In most studies 
which assessed both peer norms and peer use, the peer use variable was a more salient 
predictor than peer norms. The effect of peer behavior on the students' alcohol use 
was stronger than the effect of peer norms. Rooney (1982) in a multiple regression 
analysis also found that friend's alcohol use was a more salient predictor than the 
friends' norms. 
Individual Difference Variables 
In addition to the social influence variables, the adolescents' individual 
characteristics like sensation seeking, self-esteem and susceptibility to peer pressure 
-- were found to—have significant relation to drug uses. Attitudinal variables in relation 
to drug taking, one's intention to use drugs and perceived availability in access to — 




Kaplan (1975) found negative - self-attitudes to be related to subsequent 
substance abuse and other deviant behavior by adolescents. His Self-derogation 
theory of deviant behavior was based on the. postulated self-esteem motive. To the 
extent that a particular behavior deviated from the norms of the membership group, 
adopting deviant activities and identifying with the deviant subculture generated 
respect and approval (Kaplan 1975, 1977). The theory has been tested and supported 
by showing that high initial levels of self-rejection and lowering self-esteem over 
time predicted subsequent involvement in one or more of 22 deviant behaviors, 
including the use of alcohol, marihuana, and narcotics (Kaplan, 1977). Furthermore, 
initiation of a deviant activity was followed by a reduction in negative self-image 
(Kaplan 1978; Kaplan & Pokomy 1978). Dielman, Leech, Lorenger, and Horvath 
(1984) also found self-esteem to show low, but significant, negative correlations with 
adolescent use of cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana. In some other studies (e.g., 
Jessor & Jessor, 1977), no significant relationships have been found between self-
esteem and adolescent substance use. Brennan, Walfish & Au Buchon (1986) 
suggested that the relationship between self-concept and alcohol consumption 
appeared to be highly influenced by other factors. 
Sensation Seeking 
The "sensation seeking trait" has been defined by Zuckerman (1979) as "the 
need for varied, novel, and complex sensations and experiences and the willingness to 
take physical and social risks for the sake of such experiences" (pvlO). This construct 
has been used ta explain a wide variety of behaviors, including use of alcohol and 
other drugs (e.g., Zuckerman, 1979). It is measured through a set of scales whose 
origin lies in the study of sensory deprivation. There are four subscales for this 
construct. The Thrill and Adventure Seeking subscale reflects a need for physical 
excitement and risky behavior, e.g., mountain-climbing and parachute jumping. The 
Disinhibition subscale describes behavior that relieves social inhibition, e.g., by going 
\ 
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to "uninhibited" parties or enjoying company with real "swingers". Experience 
Seeking subscale refers to arousal through a nonconformist lifestyle, e.g., a desire for 
various experiences in art, traveling and trying new foods. Boredom Susceptibility 
reflects restlessness and dislike of repetitive experiences. 
Jaffe and Archer (1987) found that the Zuckerman's (1979) Sensation Seeking 
Scale was the most powerful predictor of substance use and abuse out of 5 self-report 
assessment measures in predicting drug use, even though two of the measures 
(MacAndrew Alcoholism Scale and the Alcohol and Drug Abuse scales of the Millon 
Clinical Multiaxial Inventory) were specially designed for this kind of assessment. In 
another study, all of the Sensation Seeking Scale (SSS) subscales were positively 
correlated with licit and illicit drug use for female subjects, and all of the SSS 
subscales except Experience Seeking correlated with licit drug use for male subjects 
and only Disinhibition was associated with illicit drug use for male subjects 
(Newcomb & McGee, 1991). Bamea et al. (1992) found that sensation seeking was 
the only personality trait that significantly explained substance use. It had a strong 
direct as well as indirect positive effect on use and on behavioral intentions and on . ...... . -•- -- - “ 
attitudes toward drugs. 
Two alternative conceptual perspectives had been proposed for the link 
between sensation seeking and the use of psychoactive substances. One was provided 
by Zuckerman (e.g., Zuckerman, Buchsbaum, & Murphy，1980) that each person has 
an optimal level of.physiologic^ arousal and that sensation-seeking tendencies and 
substance use were motivated by this physiological need. Such a perspective . 
reflected a self-medicative or compensatory use of substances and engaging in 
exciting activities to achieve an optimal level of physiological arousal. Another 
perspective which was proposed by Segal, Huba and Singer (1980) theorized that 
substance use was caused by the psychological need or personality trait for novel 
stimulation, sensory variety and novelty. It emphasized the role of drug use to 
\ 
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enhance emotional state rather than to compensate for _a physiological arousal 
imbalance. 
Susceptibility to Peer Pressure 
Dielman, Campanelli, Shope, and Butchart (1987) found that the index 
measuring susceptibility to peer pressure was significantly and negatively correlated 
with most of the substance use, misuse and intention items. It was more highly 
correlated with all of these substance variables than were the measures of self-esteem 
and health locus of control. Dielman, Butchart, Shope, and Miller (1990) confirmed 
and extended the results of the studies that peer alcohol use and peer norms regarding 
alcohol use, in combination with the intra-personal construct of susceptibility to peer 
pressure accounted for the greatest variance in adolescent alcohol use and misuse. 
A conceptual model proposed by Dielman et al. (1990) expressed the 
hypotheses that early childhood exposure to deviant parental norms (e.g., tolerance of 
adolescent substance use) and behavior (e.g., use of alcohol or illicit drugs) in relation 
to substance use and misuse increased the child's tolerance of deviant behavior. It 
then increased one's susceptibility to peer pressure and the attraction to peer groups 
with deviant peer norms and behavior during adolescence. It was hypothesized that 
the increased exposure to deviant peer norms, and behavior together with increased 
susceptibility to peer pressure resulted in a greater likelihood of adoption of deviant 
norms and behavior in relation to substance use and misuse. — -
- -- . ._ . — ... 
. - - - . _ _ - . „ . - - . 
. - - - - . - . - - . . - - -
Attitude toward drug taking 
It was found that initiation into drug use of any substance was preceded by 
values favorable to its use (e.g., Kandel, Kessler, & Margulies，1978; Krosnick & 
Judd, 1982). Bamea et al (1992)丨s research indicated that although adolescents' 
12 
attitudes toward drugs had no direct influence on drug use, attitudes affected drug use 
indirectly through behavioral intentions. Favorable attitudes increased behavioral 
intentions which in turn affected the probability of use. 
Intentions to use drugs 
Cognitive variables such as behavior intentions to engage in a particular 
behavior were assumed to mediate and predict subsequent behavior by Fishbein & 
Ajzen's (1980) Theory of Reasoned Action. Such behavioral intention was partially 
determined by "perceived behavioral control" which referred to the belief that one 
had the necessary resources to perform the behavior (Ajzen, 1988). This model had 
been applied with some success in studies of alcohol use (Schlegel, Crawford, & 
Sanford, 1977) and intention to smoke or not smoke in adolescents (e.g., Chassin, 
Presson, Bensenberg, Corty, Olshavsk, & Sherman，1981). 
A Conceptual Model on Adolescent Substance Use 
The above literature review indicated that substance use was related to diverse 
factors. The present study attempted to develop a conceptual model to integrate and 
account for the complex relationships among the various antecedents of drug use. 
The Ajzen's (1988) Theory of Planned Behavior which was a parsimonious model to 
explain any behavior over which one has volitional control (i.e., behavior that one 
could choose to engage iii，—e.g” drinking or not), provided a very good account for the 
role behavioral intention played in determining whether one would actually engage in 
a particular behavior. Behavioral intention was assumed to be determined by one's 
own attitude toward behavior, perception of the social norms regarding the behavior, 
and "perceived behavioral control" which referred to one's belief about having the 
necessary resources to perform the behavior. This parsimonious theory provided a 
general conceptual framework to guide the integration of the various research 
\ 
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findings reviewed in the preceding section. Here, the theory of planned behavior was 
refined and some other influential factors on drug use such as personality and social 
influence variables were added into the model. It was assumed that some factors 
might be more distal while others more proximal to drug use. Intention to try drugs 
was hypothesized to mediate the relationship between the other antecedents of drug 
use and drag taking behavior. Social norms with regard to drug use and perceived 
behavioral control in access to drug were assumed to be proximal antecedents of drug 
use with behavioral intentions served as a mediator. It was obvious that personality 
as well as social context played a role in the motivation to act and in the actual 
behavior itself, across a wide range of human functioning. Personality variables such 
as self-esteem and sensation seeking along with social influence variables such as 
peer and family drag using behaviors were therefore included in the conceptual model 
as distal antecedents of drug using behaviors. Perceived consequences of drug use 
which was a logical outcome of drug use were assumed to be affected by drug using 
behaviors. The hypothesized model on the relationships among various variables was 
depicted in Figure 1. The exact paths of relationship among the factors would be 
determined by a structural equation modeling. 
Purposes o f the Research 
Notwithstanding there are objective criteria of substance abuse in the DSM-
III，epidemiologists and clinicians differ in perceiving two different worlds of drug 
problems (Drmnmond，1991). The former identifies mainly transient, less severely 
problematic individuals whereas _ the latter deals—with the severely deteriorated 
persons. Dmmmond (1991) proposed a biaxial view of addiction with problems and 
- “ - ... 
dependence which are highly correlated with one another as the two dimensions. In 
view of the different perspectives and view of the nature of the problems, he 
suggested that to study the drug use phenomenon in different groups, e.g., clinical and 










































































































































































































population is studied. The present study was an attempt to compare the clinical 
(incarcerated delinquents) and general adolescent sample (normal secondary school 
students) and investigated their differences with respect to drug use. It aimed at 
providing a more thorough picture of the substance abuse amongst youngsters in 
Hong Kong. 
The first objective of this study was to investigate and compare the pattern and 
extent of adolescent drag using behavior in the delinquent and school samples with 
respect to the prevalence, pattern and frequency of licit and illicit drug uses. Another 
objective was to investigate the relationships among the peer, family，and individual 
variables as well as their relative contribution to the prediction of drug use. A related 
purpose was to compare the delinquent and school sample to investigate if there was 
any difference in the predictors of drug uses among the two samples. Finally, the 
conceptual model on drag use as described in the previous section would be tested to 
see if such a model fit our data and to what degree the parameter estimates differed in 






There were altogether 1001 adolescents participated in this study. Thirty one 
of the questionnaires (3.1%) were invalidated and discarded for participants' insincere 
test taking behavior (e.g., inattentive and disruptive behaviors demonstrated while 
working on the questionnaire), obvious response set item responses, or leaving blank 
in most of the questionnaires. Finally, 969 valid questionnaires were used for 
subsequent data analyses. Among these 969 participants, 59.8% (N=579) were 
normal secondary school students studying from Form 2 to Form 6 in two different 
schools. One of the schools was classified by the Hong Kong Education Department 
as around the "Band Four" to "Band Five" school, i.e., students' academic 
performance were among the poorest in Hong Kong. Another was a "Band Two" 
school, where students' academic performance was somewhere about or a bit above 
average. School principals' consents were seek before the data were collected. 
In addition to the school samples, incarcerated delinquents were also included 
in the present study. Four correctional institutes of the Correctional Services 
Department (CSD), including two drug addiction treatment centers were approached. 
Data collection in these institutions were feasible only after approval from the 
headquarters of the CSD was secured. Almost all of the young offenders in these 
institutions who were eligible to read and write had participated in the research. 
Moreover, data were collected in three correctional homes of the Social Welfare-
-Department ‘ (SWD-)； Similar to the procedure in CSD, approval from the 
headquarters of the SWD was also required for data collection. Here, written 
consents from both participants and their parents were needed for their taking part in 
the research. The response rate in these correctional homes was around 30 to 40%, 
The data collected in the CSD and SWD were collapsed as the "Delinquent Sample" 
for further data analyses. 
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As shown in Table 1，59.8% (N=579) of the participants were school students 
and 40.2% (N=390) were incarcerated delinquent. Among the school students, 39.2% 
of them (N=277) were boys and 60.8% were girls (N=352). For the delinquent 
sample, 77.4% (N=302) were boys and 22.6% (N=88) were girls. Chi-square analysis 
showed that there were significant differences among these 4 sub-samples. More 
girls (N=352) than boys (N=277) were in the school sample, whereas more boys 
(N=302) than girls (N=88) were found in the delinquent sample. 
As indicated in Table 2, the mean age of the school sample was 15.87 years 
(SD=1.75), with mean age of 15.91 years for boys and 15.84 years for girls. For the 
delinquent sample, the overall mean age was 17.32 (SD二 1.75). Among them, boys in 
average, were 17.28 years old and girls were 17.43 years of age. There was no 
significant Sex x Institution interaction effect [F(l,961)= 73, p>.05], or main effect of 
sex difference [F(l,961)= 000, p>.05] in the mean age of the sample. However, 
significant age differences were found in the school and delinquent sample with the 
former significantly younger than the latter [F(l,961)=136.54, p<.001]. — _ 
With respect to the family structure of the sample, Table 3 displayed that more 
participants from the delinquent sample came from families with parents divorced or 
separated (29.5%) and parents deceased (14.4%) than their counterparts in the school 
sample (4.1% and 6.2% respectively). Similarly, there were more boys than girls in 
——一 — the sample- tha t came from divorced or separated families (17.8% and 10.2% for boys 
and girls respectively). On the other hand, as shown in Table 4，the distribution of -
father's occupation in the school and delinquent sample was quite similar. About half 
of the sample's fathers were unskilled worker (50.3% and 46.2% for school and 
delinquent sample respectively). About 30% of the fathers were semi-skilled 




Composition of Sample: Number of Participants Broken Down by Institution and Sex 
Boys Girls Subtotal 
School Sample ^ ^ ^ 
(39.2%)^ (60.8%)^ (59.8%)^ 
Delinquent Sample 302 88 390 
(77A%)a (22.6%f (40.2%户 
Subtotal 一 Total= 969 
(54.6%)a (45A%)a (100%) 
Chi-squareResult: x \ \ ) = U 5 M , p<001. 




Mean Age Broken Down by Institution and Sex 
Boys Girls Subtotal 
School Sample 15.91 15.84 15.87 
(SD=L93) (SD=L62) (SD=L75) 
Delinquent Sample 17.28 17.43 17.32 
(SD=L69) (SD=L95) (SD=L75) 
“ ‘ Total 
Subtotal 16.69 16.16 . 16.45 





Number of Participants Broken Down bv Family Structure, Institution and Sex 
School Sample Delinquent Sample 
Boys Girls Subtotal Boys Girls Subtotal 
(11=227) (n=352) (n=579) (n=301) (n=87) (n=300) 
Parents Divorced 
or Separated 12 12 24 82 33 115 
(5.3%)^ (3.4%) (4.1%) (27.2%) (37.9%) (29.6) 
Parents Deceased 12 24 36 43 13 56 
(5.3%) (6.8%) (6.2%) (14.3%) (14.9%) (14.4%) 
Parents Living or 
Working Overseas 5 9 14 6 6 
(2.2%) (2.6%) (2.4%) (2.0%) - (1.5%) 
Family Intact 198 306 504 170 40 210 
(87.2%) (86.9%) (87%) (56.5%) (46%) (54.1%) 
Chi-square Results p>.05, n,s. y}=9.l9, p=.06 
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Number of Participants Broken Down bv Father's Occupation. Institution and Sex 
School Sample Delinquent Sample 
Boys Girls Subtotal Boys Girls Subtotal 
(n=205) (n=319) (n=524) (n=271) (n=69) (n=340) 
Professional 3 13 16 3 3 6 
(1.5%)a (4.1%) (3.1%) (1.1%) (4.3%) (1.8%) 
Skilled Labor 11 14 25 10 6 16 
(5.4%) (4.4%) (4.8%) (3.7%) (8.7%) (4.7%) 
Semi-skilled Labor 66 106 172 90 23 113 
(32.2%) (33.2%) (32.8%) (33.2%) (33.3%) (33.2%) 
Unskilled Labor 115 175 290 150 30 180 
(56.1%) (54.9%) (55.3%) (55.4%) (43.5%) (52.9%) 
Not working 10 11 21 18 7 25 
(4.9%) (3.4%) (4.0%) (6.6%) (10.1%) (7.4%) 
Chi-square Analyses p>.05, n.s. %2=8.58，p>.05, n.s. 





Family relationship. The lO-item family cohesion subscale of the Family 
Adaptability and Cohesive Scale (FACES-III) was used to assess family 
cohesiveness. FACES-III was based on the Cixcumplex Model of family functioning 
which asserted that there were three central dimensions of family behavior: cohesion, 
adaptability and communication. The cohesion scale is scored by summing all odd 
items of the FACES-III inventory. Subjects were asked to describe how often 
. . • ‘ 
different situations occurred in their family on a 5-point scale format, Never (1)， 
Rarely (2), Sometimes (3)，Often (4)，Always (5). The higher the score the more 
cohesive a family was. 
Familial drug use and attitude. Participants were asked 4 items on how often 
their parents or family members used cigarette, alcohol, heroin and other illicit 
substances on a 7-point scale. The anchor points were Never (1)，Less than once a • • • • • ... • •+ " ~ 
month (2)，Two or three times a month (3)，once a week (4)，2-5 times a week (5)， 
Once a day (6)，More than once a day (7). If there were more than one person in his/ 
her family using these substances, the one who used the most of the substances would 
be chosen as a reference for answering the items. — 
一 With respect to the familial attitude on drag use, participants were asked 3 
items on how their parents generally thought about adolescents' smoking or drinking,, 
taking heroin and other illicit substances on a 4-point scale ranging from Strongly 




Peer Drug Use, Attitude and Encouragement to Drug Use. Following Stein, 
Newcomb and Rentier's (1987) format in assessing peer drug use, participants were 
asked 3 items on how many of their good friends used cigarette or alcohol, heroin and 
other illicit substances at least once a month on a 5-point scale that ranged from None 
(1), One to Two of them (2), Some of them (3)，Most of them (4) to all (5). The peer 
use scale was a composite of the summation of the three items. 
With respect to the peer attitude on drug use. participants were asked 3 items 
on how far their good friends approve adolescent smoking or drinking, taking heroin 
and other illicit substances on a 4-point scale ranging from Strongly Disapprove (1), 
Disapprove (2), Approve (3) to Strongly Approve (4). 
For the peer encouragement on drug use subscale, participants were asked 3 
items on to what extent their good friends encouraged them to smoke or drink, take 
heroin and other illicit substances on a 4-point scale with anchored points: Strongly 
Encouraged (1)，Encouraged (2), Discouraged (3)，Strongly Discouraged (4). The 
peer encouragement scale is computed after reverse-scoring of the summation of 
these 3 items. 
Individual Difference Variables 
Sensation Seeking. Sensation seeking was measured by an 16-item short 
version of Zuckerman's Sensation-Seeking Scale (Huba, Newcomb, & Bentle!r;T98T): — 
: The original "scale consisted of 10 forced-choice items for each of the 4 subscales of 
Experience Seeking, Thrill/Adventure seeking, Disinhibition, and Boredom 
Susceptibility. It" was shortened by Huba et al. (1981) who selected 4 positively 
worded statements from each construct based on high factor loadings in both 
American and British samples and on their relevance to adolescents. No items related 
to alcohol or drug use were included. Subjects were asked to answer, "How far do 
\ 
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you agree the following ways?" on a 4-point scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) 
to Strongly Agree (4). High score indicated a high level of sensation seeking trait. 
Self-esteem. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1979) which 
comprises 10 items rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale was used. Subjects were 
asked to judge each item's suitability in describing themselves, e.g., "All in all, I am 
inclined to feel that I am a failure." on a 4-point scale ranging from Strongly Disagree 
(1) to Strongly Agree (4). The scale is scored by a simple totaling of the items after 
reverse-scoring the 4 negatively worded items. High score indicated higher level of 
self-esteem. 
Susceptibility to peer pressure. An 8-item scale on susceptibility to peer 
pressure adapted from Dielman et al (1987) was used. It was constructed as a scale to 
measure peer pressure from the adolescent's internal perspective, i.e., their degrees of 
"susceptibility" to peer pressure. In its original format, the items were presented in a 
true or false format. In the present research, the participants were asked how far they 
agreed with items which have been modified to be either positive or negative on an 
anchored 4-pomt scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (4). 
The higher the score the more susceptible one is to peer pressure. 
Attitude Toward Drug Taking. The Attitude Toward Drug Taking scale 
constructed by Ong (1988) was adapted. Only those items that were more relevant to 
the Hong Kong situatioiL were selected, resulting in a total number of 8 items chosen. 
Three new items on drug's effect on productivity, one's future and one's determination 
to resist dependency were constructed. All items were measured on a 4-point Likert-
type scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (4). This 11-item 
scale aimed at measuring a person's attitude toward illicit drug use, their legalization, 




Perceived Control in access to drug. Participant's perceived control in access 
to drug were assessed by 3 items on the easiness they could obtain cigarettes or 
alcohol, heroin and other illicit substances on a 4-point scale ranging from Very Easy 
(1) to Very Difficult (4). This scale was computed after reverse-scoring the sum of 
these 3 items. High score meant a higher perceived control or easiness in obtaining 
these substances. 
Intention to use drugs if they were licit. Intention to use drugs was assessed 
by asking 2 items on how likely participants would use heroin and other illicit 
substances if they became licit on a 5-point scale ranging from Definitely Will (1) to 
Definitely Will Not (5). The Intention to Use Drug scale was computed after reverse-
scoring the sum of these 2 items. High score indicated a higher likelihood to attempt 
drug if it were illicit. 
Adverse Consequences of Drug Use. Participants were asked 5 items on how 
often they had been negatively affected by drug use over the preceding 6 months in 
the area of a) working or academic performance, b) family life, c) social and leisure 
activities, d) the continuous use of substances in spite of knowledge of these negative 
effects, e) the use of substances in dangerous situation. The Negative Consequences 
scale was computed by summing the total score on these 5 items. High score indicate 
more negative consequences in relation to drug use were encountered. 
Dependent Measure: Drug use—behaviors 
Drug Use Behavior. Frequency of drug use measures were adapted from 
Segal (1990). They were obtained for the uses of licit substances (cigarettes and 
alcohol) as well as illicit substances (cough medicine, organic solvents, marijuana, 
heroin, tranquilizers, stimulants, depressants and narcotics). Frequency of drug use 
\ 
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over the preceding 6 months was rated on 7-point anchored scales with Never (1), 
Less than once a month (2)，Two or three times a month (3), once a week (4)，2-5 
times a week (5), Once a day (6)，More than once a day (7). For some of the present 
analyses, substance use items were summed into three scales: licit drug use (cigarettes 
and alcohol), illicit drug use (cough medicine, organic solvents, marijuana, heroin, 
tranquilizers, stimulants, depressants and narcotics) as well total drug use (a 
composite score for all the usage of all substances). In addition, the specific 
substances uses would also be analyzed in the subsequent section. High score 
indicated more drug use in the previous 6 months. 
Procedure 
The data collection took place from November 1993 to February 1994. Self-
reported questionnaires written in Chinese with items on demographic variables and 
the above mentioned measures: peer, family and individual difference variables were 
used (Appendix refers). All of them were administered in group format. For the 
incarcerated participants, the researcher collected the data all by herself. For the 
normal secondary school samples, the questionnaires were administered to the whole 
class during their weekly assembly classes or free lessons. In cases that more than 
one classes of students were available for data collection, trained research assistants 
were employed. Both the researcher and the research assistants read a standardized 
instruction to subjects. It included a brief description of the study and reminded 
subjects of the anonymous nature of the questionnaire. Participants were assured that 
their responses would be completely confidential and would not be revealed to 
parents, school or institution personnel. In addition, the instruction emphasized that 
the drug use items limited to nonmedical use of substance only, e.g., cough medicine. 





Internal Consistency of Measures 
Internal consistency of the measures were checked by Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients. The coefficient alpha for different measures were shown in Table 5. 
With the exception of the subscale of Experience Seeking，Boredom Susceptibility of 
the Sensation Seeking Scale, the Cronbach's alpha were above 0.5 for the different 
scales. Since the internal consistency coefficients for the these two subscales were 
too low, analyses using these two subscales should be interpreted with caution. 
Mean Prevalence Rates: Proportion of Participants Using Substances 
The prevalence rates of drag use in the present study represented the 
proportion of participants who reported use of licit or illicit substances in the previous 
6 months (for the incarcerated sample, it referred to the preceding 6 months before 
their incarceration). As expected, there were drastic differences between the mean 
prevalence rates for the school and delinquent sample. Chi-square analyses on the 
mean prevalence rates between student and delinquent samples were statistically 
significant on all drug use measures (Table 6). 
Analyses on the School Sample 
As shown in Table 7, for the school sample, alcohol was the most widely used 
substances with about half of the students used it in the previous 6 months. Cigarette 
was the second most popular substance: 23.9% of the girls and 19.9% of boys 
reported use of cigarette. Among the illicit substances, cough medicine and organic 
solvents were most widely used. The reported use of cough medicine was 5.7% for 
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Table 23 
Reliability of Psychosocial Variables 














F AMUSE .55 
PARATT .65 
CONSEQ .91 
Consequences of Drug Taking. Variable Labels - SE: Self-esteem; SPP: Susceptibility to Peer 
- Pressure; FC: Family Cohesion; ATT: Attitude toward Drug Taking; SS: Sensation Seeking; 
TAS: Thrill and Adventure Seeking; ES: Experience Seeking; DIS: Disinhibition; BS: 
Boredom Susceptibility; PC: Perceived Control in Access to Drug; ENCOUR: Peer's 
“ Encouragement Toward Drug Taking; PEERUSE: Peer Drug Use; PEERAT: Peer's Attitude 





Number of Substance Users and Mean Prevalence Rates Broken Down bv Institution 
School Sample Delinquent Sample %2 
(n=579) (n=390) 
Cigarette 12^ ^ 535.09** 
(22.S%)^ (98.2%) 
Alcohol 270 350 180.62** 
(47,3%) (89.7%) 
Cough Medicine 25 229 359.84** 
(4.3%) (59.8%) 
Organic Solvents 27 118 121.38** 
(4.7%) (31.1%) 
Marijuana 5 286 580.77** 
(0.9%) (74.1%) 
Heroin 2 263 533.00** 
(0.2%) (68.8%) 
Tranquilizers 8 213 372.62** 
(1.4%) (55.0%) 
Stimulants 0 133 - 226.98** 
(24.5%) 
Depressants 3 128 206.80** 
(0.5%) (23.2%) 
Narcotics 9 165 261.31** 
(1.6%) (42.9%) — 
一 Note: level -
a - Number ofparticipants who had used the sub stances in the preceding 6 
months; “… — 





Number of Substance Users and Mean Prevalence Rates Broken Down bv Institution and Sex 
School Sample Delinquent Sample 
Male Female Male Female 
(n=226) (n=352) (n=301) (n=88) %2 
Cigarette 45 a 84 1.02 296 86 .00 
(19.9%) b (23.9%) (98.3%) (97.7%) 
Alcohol 119 150 5.58* 266 84 3.27 
(53,6%) (43.1%) (88.1%) (95.5%) 
Cough Medicine 5 20 3.18 179 50 .05 
(2.2%) (5.7%) (60.3%) (58.1%) 
Organic Solvents 3 24 8.09** 86 32 1.20 
(1.3%) (6.9%) (29.5%) (36.4%) 
Marijuana 2 3 .00 220 66 .08 
(0.9%) (0.9%) (73.6%) (75.9%) 
Heroin - 2 .17 202 61 .00 
- (0.6%) (68.7%) (69.3%) 
Tranquilizers 2 6 .65 161 52 .56 
(0.9%) (2.1%) (53.8%) (59.1%) 
Stimulants - 94 39 4.27* 
� (3L6%) (44.3%) 
Depressants - 3 .63 88 40 6.96** 
(0.9%) (29.6%) (45.5%) 
Narcotics 1 8 1.94 123 42 1.08 
(0.4%) (2.3%) (41.3%) (48.3%) 
Note: * - p<.05 level; ** - p<.01 level 
- Number of participants who had used the substances in the preceding 6 
months; 




the female students and 2.2% for the male students. The use of cannabis and other 
psychotropic substances were around one to two percent only. No school participant 
reported use of stimulants. There was also no male student reported use of heroin or 
depressants. No significant sex difference was found in the proportion of drug users 
on all substances expect alcohol and organic solvents. Significantly more boys 
(53.6%) than girls (43.1%) in the school sample drank alcohol. On the other hand, 
more girls (6,9%) than boys (1.3%) in this sub-sample had used organic solvents. 
Analyses on the Delinquent Sample 
With respect to the delinquent sample, Table 7 indicated that the 
overwhelming majority of this sub-sample smoked and drank alcohol before they 
were incarcerated (98.3% and 88.1% for boys; 97.7% and 95.5% for girls 
/’ respectively). Among the illicit substances, cannabis and heroin were the two most 
popularly used drugs (73.6% and 68.7% for boys; 75.9% and 69.3% for girls 
respectively). For each type of illicit substances, there was on tlie average, about 
30% of the delinquent sample had used them previously. Significant sex differences 
in the proportion of drug users were found in only two of the substances, namely, 
stimulants and depressants. Significantly higher proportion of the female delinquent 
sample used stimulants and depressants (44.3% and 45.5%) than their male 
counterparts (31.6% and 29.6%). 
Poly Substance Users 
In addition to the computation of general prevalence rate of drug use, the 
number of poly substance users were also identified. In the present study, the poly 
substance users were classified into three groups, namely, the Poly-Licit-Substance-
Users, Poly-Illi cit- Sub stance-Users and the Poly-Substance-Users. With respect to 
the Poly-Licit Substance-Users, they were those participants who had used both 
cigarette and alcohol in the preceding 6 months. Poly-Illicit-Substance- Users were 
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those participants who had experiences with illicit substances {Illicit-Substance-
Users) and had used more than one illicit substances in the previous 6 months. Poly-
Sub stance-users represented those participants who had used more than one 
substances, regardless of whether the substances were licit or not. 
As shown in Table 8, 55.1% of the boys and 45,5% of the girls in the school 
sample had used any licit or illicit substances. 18.5% of the male students and 21.9% 
of the female students were poly-substance users. On the other hand, over 90% of the 
delinquent sample were users of any substance. 89% of the boys and 93.2% of the 
girls in the delinquent sample were poly-substance users. With respect to the number 
of poly-licit-substance-users, 17.2% of the male students, 20.7% of the! female 
students as well as 87.1% of the boy delinquent and 94.3% of the girl delinquent 
belonged to this category. 82.1% of the male delinquents and 84% of the female 
delinquents were illicit-sub stance-users. About 71% of the delinquent sample were 
poly-illicit-substance users. On the other hand, only 4% of the male students and 
8.50/0 of the female students were illicit-substance-users. Poly-illicit-substance-users 
occupied only about 1.3% of the boys and 3.1% of the girls in the school sample. For 
the delinquent sample, more than 70% of them were poly-illicit-substance-users. 
Means Comparison for Dru^ Use Frequency 
By two-way ANOVA, significant Sex x Institution interaction effects were 
found in some of the reported drag use measures. As shown in Table 9，girls in the 
delinquent sample used more alcohol F(l，939)=14.47，p<01, organic solvents 
F(l,939)=4.59, p<05, stimulants F(l,939) 二 11.33，p<01, depressants 
F(1，939):=12.43, p<01, and total drag use F(l,922)=4.27, p<.05, than their male 
counterparts although boys in general had higher frequency of drug uses than girls on 




Number of Substance-Users Broken Down Bv Institution and Sex 
School Sample Delinquent Sample 
Boys Girls Boys Girls 
(n=227)(n=352) (n=302) (n=88) 
Licit-Substance-Usersa 124 157 299 87 
(54.6%)* (44.6%) (99%) (98.9%) 
Poly-Licit-Substance-Users^ 39 73 263 83 
(17.2%) (20.7%) (87.1%) (94.3%) ^ 
Illicit-Substance-Usersc 9 30 248 74 
(4.0%) (8.5%) (82.1%) (84%) 
, I ' "‘ 
i 
Poly-Illicit-Substance-Usersd 3 11 215 64 
(1.3%) (3.1%) (71.2%) (72.7%) 
Users of Any Substance^ 125 160 275 83 
(55.1%) (45.50/0) (91.1%) (94.3%) 
Poly-Substance-Users^" 42 77 269 82 
— (18.5%) (21.9%) (89:1%) (93.2%) -
Note : * - percentages are computed out of the relevant sub-sample; 
a - Licit-Substance-User: Those participants who had used licit substances; 
b _ Poly-Licit-Substance-User: Those participants who used both cigarette and 
alcohol; 
c- Illicit-Suhstance-User: Those participants who had experiences with illicit 
substances; 
d - Poly-Illicit-Substance-User: Those participants who used multiple illicit 
substances; 
e • User of Any Substance: Those participants who had used any of the licit or 
illicit substance; 
Poly-Suhstance-User: Those participants who had used multiple 




Drug Use Frequency Broken Down By Institution and Sex 
School Sample Delinquent Sample df F b 
Boys Girls Boys Girls 
(n=227) (n=352) (n=302) (n 二 88) 
Cigarette i T ^ T ^ ^ ^ ^ 3.50 
(1.56) a (1.77) (0.85) (1.26) 
Alcohol 1.82 1.72 3.86 4.59 956 14.23** 
(1.02) (1.10) (1.93) (1.97) 
Cough Medicine 1.06 1.14 2.84 2.51 953 3.99* 
(0.50) (0.74) (2.04) (1.78) 
Organic Solvent 1.04 1.17 1.56 1.97 950 27.54**^ 
(0.41) (0.81) (1.18) (1.66) 
Marijuana 1.01 1.05 3.00 3.39 953 3.54 
(0.09) (0.50) (1.90) (2.01) 
Heroin 1.00 1.02 4.37 4.41 950 0.01 
(0.00) (0.29) (2.65) (2.64) 
Tranquilizers 1.01 1.04 2.38 2.70 956 2.07 
(0.09) (0.40) (1.74) (1.97) 
Stimulants 1.00 1.00 1.68 2.15 953 11.76** 
(0.00) (0.00) (1.35) (1.71) 
Depressants 1.00 — 1.01 1.73 2.24 " 955 12.30** -
(0.00) (0.18) (1.41) (1.76) 
Narcotics 1.02 1.07 2.10 2.17 953 0.01 
(0.27) (0.54) (1.73) (1.62) 
Licit Drug Use 3.43 3.48 10.71 11.24 955 1.91 
(2.19) (2.49) (2.17) (2.64) ‘ 
Illicit Drug Use 8.13 8.41 19.41 21.40 927 3.50 
(0.85) (2.50) (9.22) (10.20) 
Total Drug Use 11.52 11.87 30.09 32.65 922 4.27* 
� (2,35) (4.16) (10.18) (11.16) 
Notes : a - Standard deviations are enclosed in parentheses; 
^ -F values are obtained from l-way ANOVA (Sex x Institution) results; 
一 * - p<.0'5; ** - p<OL ‘ 
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the school sample used more cough, medicine than their opposite sex counterparts 
F(l，953)=3.99, p<.05. 
Significant main effects for sex were found on all reported use of substances 
except organic solvents where no significant sex difference was reported. Boys in 
general had higher reported use on all substances than girls. Delinquent sample also 
used more substances of any kinds than the school sample. 
Means Comparison for Psychosocial Variables 
By two way ANOVA, some Sex x Institution interactions were found (Table 
1 0 ) � G i r l s in the delinquent sample scored as high as the boys in the Sensation 
Seeking scales whereas boys in the school sample scored higher in this scale than 
their female counterparts, F(l，921)二6.81，p< 01. The girls in the delinquent sample 
scored even higher than their male counterpart in the perceived control in access to 
drugs whereas boys in the school sample had higher score on this scale. 
In general, there were significant gender differences on all psychosocial 
• _ . - - - -
- - • - . 
measures with the exception of the family cohesion scale. Boys were higher than 
girls in self-esteem, susceptibility to peer pressure, attitude toward drug taking, 
sensation seeking, perceived control in access to drug, intention to use drugs, peer's 
drug use and attitude, family drug use and attitude as well as consequences of drug 
taking. Furthermore, the delinquent and school sample differed significantly in all 
psychosocial scales except the thrill and adventure seeking scales. School participants 
in general have higher self-esteem and better family relation. On the other hand, the 
delinquent participants had more favorable attitude toward drug taking, were more 
susceptible to peer pressure, higher in sensation seeking, had more perceived control 
in access to drug, greater intention to use drugs if they were licit, more friends and 
36 
Table 10 
Psychosocial Variables Broken Down Bv Institution and Sex 
— r~ 
School Sample Delinquent Sample df F 
Boys Girls Boys Girls 
(n=227) (n=352) (n=302) (n=88) 
^ ^ 25.55 2 5 . 4 2 2 ^ 4 ^ '00 
(3.27) a (3.64) (3.21) (4.03) 
SPP 12.82 12.65 18.28 18.13 958 .00 
(2.74) (3.32) (2.62) (3.05) 
FC 33.02 32.35 31.04 29.02 948 L52 
(6.83) (7.51) (7.26) (8.40) 
ATT 17.04 17.01 27.06 27.24 942 .06 
(4.59) (5.10) (5.71) (6.44) 
SS 39.60 37.54 40.97 40.75 921 6.81** 
(4.66) (4.79) (3.98) (5.01) 
TAS 10.66 9.66 10.22 9.8 947 3.83* 
(2.10) (2.20) (1.84) (2.23) 
ES 10.44 10.06 10.62 10.85 953 5.95* 
(1.81) (1.54) (1.55) (1.83) 
DIS 10.32 9.70 11.36 11.21 951 3.14 
/ (1.75) (1.82) (1,68) (2.15) 
BS 8.16 8.11 8.84 8.75 958 .02 
(1.52) (1.62) (1.60) (1.74) 
PC 5.89 5.30 9.86 9.94 923 4.82* 
(2.09) (1.95) (2.11) (2.06) 
INTENT 2.62 2.73 5.81 6.26 959 1.29 
(1.55) (1.72) (2.50) (2.55) 
ENCOUR 4.19 3.97 6.85 6.71 950 .10 
(1.45) (1.45) (2.00) (2.03) 
PEERUSE 4.23 4.25 9.20 9.69 948 2.31 
(1.47) (1.67) — (2.70) (2.47) —_ . 
PEERAT 4.46 4.44 7.08 7.08 946 .00 
(1.62) (1.75) (1.88) (1.85) 
FAMUSE 8.34 8.61 12.02 13.41 930 2.41 
(3.87) (4,67) (5.29) (6.04) 
PARATT 3.78 3.68 4.32 4.33 948 .30 
(LSI) (1.22) (1.19) (1.32) 
CONSEQ 5.62 6.12 13 13.88 959 … .38 
(2.59) (3.78) (5.18) (4.97) 
Notes : a - Standard deviations are enclosed in parentheses 
b _ F values are obtained from 2-way ANOVA (Sex x Institution) results; 
*- p<.05; **- p<.01; 
Variable Labels - SE: Self-esteem; SPP: Susceptibility to Peer Prk^sure; FC: Family 
Cohesion; ATT: Attitude toward Drug Taking; SS: Sensation Seeking; TAS: Thrill and 
Adventure Seeking; ES: Experience Seeking; DIS: Disinhibition; BS: Boredom Susceptibility; 
PC: Perceived Control in Access to Drug; INTENT: Intention to Use Drug if it Were Illicit; 
ENCOUR: Peer's Encouragement Toward Drug Taking; PEERUSE: Peer Drug Use; 
一 PEERAT: Peer's Attitude toward Drug Taking： FAMUSE: Family Drug Use; PARAT: 
Parent's Attitude toward Drug Taking; CONSEQ: Consequences of Drug Taking. 
\ 
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family members using drugs, more favorable peer's and parent's attitude toward drug 
taking as well as more adverse consequences in relation to drug taking. 
Intercorrelations Among Psychosocial Variables 
The intercorrelation matrix among psychosocial variables for the entire 
sample was presented in Table 11. The susceptibility to peer pressure scale was 
highly and positively correlated with attitude toward drug taking scale (r=.83). Such 
a high correlation suggests that there may be some redundancy on these 2 scales. An 
examination of the individual items of these two scales indeed reflected that some 
items did overlap in the area of drug-related attitude. With the exception of the 
family cohesion scale and self-esteem, the internal measure of "susceptibility to peer 
i 
pressure" correlates highly and significantly with almost all variables like sensation 
seeking (r=.49), disinhibition (r=.57), intention to use drugs if they were licit (r=.68)， 
perceived control in access to drug (r=.66), peers' encouragement, attitude toward 
drug taking and peer drug use (r=.66, .64，.70，respectively) as well as family drag 
use and parental attitude toward drug taking (r=.37 and .32). Self-esteem and family 
. cohesiveness, however, correlated significantly and. negatively, with one's 
susceptibility to peer pressure. 
In addition, the correlations among all variables were examined separately by 
their institutional affiliation (Table 12) and gender (Table 13). -The direction of the 
intercorrelations in the different samples are similar although the magnitudes of the 
association are generally lower in the separate samples than in the entire sampled 
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Correlations Between Psychosocial Variables and Dru2 Use Frequency 
As shown in Table 14, peers' encouragement, attitude and use of substances 
correlated substantially and positively with all drug use measures including all of the 
specific types of drug uses (ranged from r=.31 to .79) as well as the licit, illicit and 
total drug use measures (ranged from r=.56 to .80). 
In addition, the susceptibility to peer pressure scale and attitude toward drug 
taking scale which were highly correlated among themselves also had considerable 
correlation with all specific types of drug uses (ranged from r=.33 to .70) as well as 
the licit, illicit and total drug uses (ranged from r=.59 to .76). The overall sensation 
seeking scale and the disinhibition subscales also correlated positively and 
significantly with all drug use measures (ranged from r=.21 to .45). However, the 
other three sensation seeking subscales: thrill and adventure seeking, experience 
seeking and boredom susceptibility had relatively lower and even minimal correlation 
with the drug use measures (ranged from r=.05 to .26). Self-esteem only minimally 
or even insignificantly correlated with drug use measures though consistently in a 
negative direction (ranged from -.01 to -.12). One's intention to use drug if it were _ - — ... •“ ‘- ‘ 
licit and his / her perceived control in access to drug were also found to demonstrate 
significant and positive correlation with all drag use measures (ranged from r=.28 to 
.73). Familial drug use and parent's attitude toward drug taking had modest but 
significant and positive correlation with all drug use measures (ranged from .17 to 
.40). Family cohesion scale, in contrast, were only slightly and negatively correlated 
with drug use (ranged from -.03 -.19). 
In addition, the correlations between psychosocial variables and drag use 
frequency were examined separately by their institutional affiliation (Tables 15 and 




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Multiple Regression Analyses on Drug Use Measures 
On the basis of the proposed conceptual model and the observed sex 
differences in some of the drug use measures, four broad classes of variables were 
selected to predict drug use: a) gender as a demographic variable; b) personality 
variables such as self-esteem and sensation seeking; c) social influence variables: peer 
and family drug use behaviors; d) perceived behavioral control in access to drug. 
Although the attitude toward drug taking and susceptibility to peer pressure scales 
were highly correlated with drug use measures, they were excluded from the multiple 
regression analyses due to statistical consideration. These two variables, which were 
substantially correlated among themselves, were highly correlated with almost all 
variables. In order to avoid problems of muticollinearity, these two variables were 
excluded from the regression analyses. 
Separate standard multiple regressions were performed on the different drug 
use measures broken down by sex and institution. All the six variables were entered 
into the regression equation simultaneously by forced entry. This provided an 
opportunity to assess the relative strength of association between the predictor 
variables and the drug use measures, the dependent variable. 
As shown in Table 19 and Table 20, the multiple correlations for the 
regression equations predicting licit, illicit and total drug use were significant, 
p<.0001 for these 4 sub-samples (R ranged from .25 to .69). With respect to the 
delinquent sample, sensation seeking and peer drug use were consistently the 
significant predictors for illicit drug use for both boys and girls (p ranged from .11 to 
.39). These two variables were also significant for predicting licit drug use among 
female delinquents (P=.31 and .27 respectively). However, for the prediction of licit 
- substance use among the male delinquent, only 6 percent of the variance were •‘ 
accounted for by the regression equation. Here, family drug use was the only 
48 
Table 23 
Multiple Regression Analyses on the School Sample Broken Down Bv Sex 
Male Students 
Standardized Beta R R2 F 
^ FDU PDU PC 
Licit Drug Use .08 .12* .05 .46* .14* .60 .36 21.69** 
Illicit Drug Use -.02 .06 .28* .14* .01 .34 .12 4.83** 
Total Drug Use .03 .16* .10 .38* .12 .52 .28 13.66** 
Female Students 
. Standardized Beta R R2 F 
^ FDU PDU PC 
Licit Drug Use -,01 .10* - . 0 4 � , 4 5 * .25* .63 .40 40.23** 
Illicit Drug Use -.07 -.05 .18* .44* .06 .53 .29 22.73** 
Total Drug Use -.07 .02 -.10* .58* .19* .69 .43 42.54** 
Note: "“�p<.01; *-p<05 
Variable Labels - SE: Self-esteem; SS: Sensation Seeking; FDU: Family Drug Use; 




Multiple Regression Analyses on the Delinquent Sample Broken Down By Sex 
Male Delinquent 
Standardized Beta R R2 F 
^ FDU PDU PC 
Licit Drug Use .08 .10 .15* .07 .11 .25 .06 3.59** 
Illicit Drug Use .02 .11* .01 .39* .24* �57 .33 22.96** 
Total Drug Use .04 .15* .08 .32* .21* .51 .27 16.96** 
Female Delinquent 
‘ Standardized Beta R R2 F 
^ FDU PDU PC 
Licit Drug Use -.20 .31* .10� .27* Al .51 .26 5.09** 
Illicit Drug Use .07 .27* .29* .36* -.00 .64 .41 9.75** 
- - T o t a l Drug Use .01 .33* — .21* .27* .04 .58 .34 . 7.12**-
Note: **-;?< 07; ''-p<05 
Variable Labels - SE: Self-esteem; SS: Sensation Seeking; FDU: Family Drug Use： 
PDU: Peer Drug Use; PC: Perceived Control in Access to Drug. 
• . - • • 
\ • 
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predictor that was significant in predicting licit substance use among the boys in this 
sub-sample (p二.15). Another marked sex difference on the prediction of illicit drug 
use was the role of perceived control in access to drags and family drug use. For the 
girls in the delinquent sample, family drug use was a significant predictor for illicit 
drug uses (p=.29) while perceived control in access to drug failed to make any 
significant contribution to the prediction of illicit drag use (p=-.00). However, for 
the boys in this sample, perceived control in access to drugs contributed significantly 
to their uses of illicit drug (p=.24) while family drag uses failed to make any 
significant contribution to the prediction of these drug uses (P二.01). 
For the school sample, there was no significant sex difference in the prediction 
of both licit and illicit substance use. Sensation seeking, peer drag use and perceived 
’ control contributed significantly to the prediction of licit drug use for both boys and 
girls (p ranged from .10 to .46). Their uses of illicit substances were only 
significantly predicted by peer and family drug uses (p ranged from .14 to .44) while 
sensation seeking failed to make any significant contribution (P=.06 and -.05). 
With respect to the use of illicit substances, there were marked differences in 
... -• - • — • - ‘ * 
the significant predictors for the school and delinquent sample. For the delinquent 
sample, peer drug use and sensation seeking were consistently the significant 
predictors for both boys and girls. However, for the school sample, only peer and 
family drug use were the significant predictors. 
Multiple Regression Analyses on Drug Use Measures on Illicit Substance Users 
In view of the different predictors found in the school and delinquent sample 
in the use of illicit substances, a further attempt was made to compare the predictors 
on drug use on the basis of frequency of illicit substance uses. -Separate multiple 
regression analyses were performed on the occasional and regular illicit substance 
\ 
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users. The occasional illicit substance users were defined as those participants who 
had used any of the illicit substances from less than once a month to about 2 to 5 
times a week (N=129). Those participants who had used any of the illicit substance 
for once a day or more were classified as regular illicit substance users (N二232). 
As shown in Table 21, significant multiple correlations were obtained in the 
prediction of drug uses in both occasional and regular illicit users at p<.001 (R ranged 
from .36 to .66). Consistent across total, licit and illicit drug uses, sensation seeking 
and peer drug use were the only significant predictors on drug use for the regular 
illicit drug u s e r s � O n the other hand, for the occasional illicit drug users, only peer 
drag use and perceived control in access to drug were significant predictors for drug 
uses. Sensation seeking did not play a significant role in the prediction of drug use 
'' for this group of occasional illicit drag users. 
Distal and Proximal Antecedents of Drug Use: A Structural Model 
The preceding section had dealt with the prediction of reported drag use 
behaviors by a number of demographic, personality and social dimensions. In the 
following section, a more advanced approach was chosen by establishing a structural 
model that might account for the complex relationships among the factors that 
influenced drug use. As stated previously, the model chosen was based on a subset of 
variables selected in light of current literature on this topic. The basic assumption 
was that there were various antecedents and consequences of drug use, each of which 
could be represented in a more or less 'causal' order. According to theory, some 
factors might be more distal, others more proximal to the dependent variables. The 
research question was whether a model would fit the data and to what degree the 
parameter estimates would differ in the two sub-samples of school and delinquent 




Multiple Regression Analyses on Occasional and Regular Illicit Substance Users 
Occasional Illicit Substance Users 
Standardized Beta R R2 F 
SEX S E ^ FDU PDU PC 
Licit Drug Use -.15 -.08 .06 .12 .28** .25** .55 .30 7.63** 
Illicit Drug Use .15 .01 .02 .03 . 5 0 * * � 1 7 .59 .35 9.25** 
Total Drug Use .09 -.01 .03 .05 .46** .28** .66 .43 12.75** 
Regular Illicit Substance Users 
J Standardized Beta R R2 F 
SEX S E ^ FDU PDU PC 
Licit Drug Use .12.09 .22 .07 ,21** .01 .36 .13 5.00** 
Illicit Drug Use .07.08 .21** .07 .31** .04 .46 .21 8.95** 
Total Drug Use .09 .08 .27** .12 .26** .02 .46 .21 8.71** 
Note: 〈力7，. *-p<.05 
Variable Labels - SE: Self-esteem; SS: Sensation Seeking; FDU: Family Drug Use; 




The proposed conceptual model on drug use (Figure 1 refers) was found not to 
fit the data well. The unfit may be partly accounted by the different meaning of 
behavioral intention as defined in the Ajzen's (1988) model and that specified in the 
present study. Although behavior was usually guided by intentions, behavioral 
intentions to use drugs had not been directly measured in the present study because 
the drug use behavior was reported retrospectively for the last six-months period, and 
thus, intentions were no longer appropriate. Instead, intention was asked with respect 
to the hypothetical scenario that drugs might become licit. The intention to try was 
therefore specified as a relevant outcome variable rather than a mediator variable� 
s 
Another model was thus specified and this model was composed of seven 
latent variables (factors), each of which was qualified by a number of observed 
variables (indicators). Figure 2 displayed the complete structural model. 
The two factors at the far left were the endogenous latent variables 
disinhibition and peer drug use. It was obvious that personality as well as social 
context played a role in the motivation to act and in the actual behavior itself, across a 
wide range of human functioning. As a potential personality dimension relevant to 
drug use, self-esteem was first considered to be of importance but empirically this 
variable did not exert an effect. In preliminary analyses, disinhibition was chosen as 
a more substantial personality predictor. It was measured by the following four 
variables: 
1. I like wild "uninhibited" parties, ("parties") 






























































































































































































3. I could conceive of myself seeking pleasures around the world with the 
"jet set", ("jetset") 
4. I enjoy watching many of the "sexy" scenes in movies, ("sexy 
movies") 
As a social context factor, the family variable was initially chosen but, again, 
empirically there was no sufficient variation. Hence, the reported drug use by the 
peer group emerged as being more appropriate. This factor was measured by the 
following three variables: 
1. How many of your good friends used cigarette or alcohol at least once 
a month? (Peer - licit) 
2. How many of your good friends used heroin at least once a month? 
(Peer - heroin) 
3. How many of your good friends used other illicit substances at least 
once a month? (Peer - illicit) 
On the right hand side, there were five endogenous latent variables. Starting 
far right, the most dependent factor was specified to be the adverse consequences of 
drug use. Participants were asked what effects of drug use occurred to them during 
the previous six months: 
1. How far did your using alcohol or other illicit substances affect your 
working / academic performance? (Work) 
2. How far did your using alcohol or other illicit substances affect your 
family life? (Family) 
3. How far did your using alcohol or other illicit substances affect your 
social or recreational activities? (Social) 
\ 
\ • 
4. How far did you use alcohol or other illicit substances in situations in 
which use is physically hazardous, e.g., driving while intoxicated? 
(Dangerous Use) 
A logical precursor of these effects would be the actual frequency of illicit 
drug use. Respondents were asked how often they had taken certain substances over 
the preceding six months. For the composition of this factor, reported frequencies of 
the following substances were used as indicators: 
1. Cough Medicine 





As stated prevously, in the present study, behavioral intentions to use drags 
had not been directly measured because the drug use behavior was reported 
retrospectively for the last six-months period, and thus, intentions were no longer 一 
appropriate. But, it was asked whether participants would be willing to try either a) 
heroin or b) "pills", cannabis, cough medicine or organic solvents, in case they were 
all licit. The intention to try was specified as a relevant outcome variable based on 
these two indicators. 
The three factors intention to try, rQ^oxtcd frequency of drug use, and adverse 
consequences of drug use could be seen as the most "dependent" variables whereas 
social norms and perceived behavioral control could be seen as mediators. In other 
words，the latter represented proximal antecedents of drag-related outcomes while 
57 
personality (disinhibition) and social context (peer drug use) represented more distal 
antecedents. 
The factor social norms had been composed of four psychometric scales, 
namely 
1. Attitude Toward Drug Taking (Attitude) 
2. Susceptibility to Peer Pressure (Susceptibility) 
3. Peer Encouragement Toward Drug Taking (Peer Encouragement) 
4. Peer Attitude Toward Drug Taking (Peer Attitude) 
The f2iCtOT perceived behavioral control reflected the phenomenon that some 
individuals could make drags easily available to themselves whereas others had 
difficulty obtaining them. It was composed of three indicators, namely 
1. How far do you find it easy to obtain cigarette or alcohol? (Ease -
licit) 
2. How far do you find it easy to obtain heroin? (Ease - heroin) 
3. How far do you find it easy to obtain other illicit substances? (Ease -
illicit) 
Central to the present model was the mediator hypothesis. It was assumed that 
the three drug-related outcomes resulted from a psychological process that included 
the establishment of social norms and attitudes as well as the perception of control 
over drugs. These psychological process factors should be dependent on social 
influence such as peer drug use and personality dispositions such as sensation seeking 
or lack of inhibition. 




The model was tested with the LISREL 8 program (Joreskog & Sorbom， 
1993). Input was the correlation matrix of 26 observed variables. The parameters 
were estimated by the unweighed least squares method. The model fit was evaluated 
in terms of chi-square, root mean square residuals, and various goodness of fit 
indices. Since chi-square is dependent on sample size, it was only considered in 
hierarchical tests at different stages of the model specification process but not in the 
final evaluation. The chi-square divided by the degrees of freedom, however, can be 
seen as a less biased fit estimate (x^/df). This quotient should be small, and values of 
3 are considered to be satisfactory (Bentler, 1980; Bollen, 1989; Bollen & Long， 
1993； Byrne, 1991). The root mean square residual should be very small with values 
of .05 being satisfactory. The goodness of fit index GFI should be above .90. The 
•‘ same applies to the adjusted GFI (adjusted for degrees of freedom). These are rough 
fit indicators only. A more comprehensive assessment includes further indices as 
well as an inspection of parameter estimates, explained variance, and modification 
indices. > 
The structural model was tested separately in the two sub-samples of school 
and delinquent adolescents. A total test including both samples was too unlikely to fit 
well because of substantially different correlations in these groups. Rather, it was of 
interest to identify differences in parameter estimates to explore the unique dynamics 
of interrelationships within both samples. 
First, the delinquent sample was examined. Input was a correlation matrix 
based on 332 adolescents incarcerated for drug use who had complete data (listwise 
deletion of missing values). The following fit indices were ob ta ined ix^ (288) 二 
826.52, i } /df= 2.87, RMR=.084, GFI=.93, and AGFI=.92. This reflected a 
satisfactory model fit. The parameter estimates of the measurement- model (factor 
loadings) were presented in Table 22. 
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Table 12 
Parameter Estimates in the Measurement Model in the Delinquent Sample 
— Drug INTENT C O N S E Q D I S SN rc PDU • » 
Cough Medicine 0.55 





Intention - heroin 0.76 







"Jet Set" 0.39 




Peer Attitude ‘ 0.60 
Ease 爾 licit 0.44 
Ease - heroin 0.89 
Ease - illicit 0 87 
Peer - licit — 0.34 
Peer - heroin 0.81 
Peer - illicit 0.75 
Variable Labels: Drug - Illicit Drug Use; INTENT - Mention to try drugs; CONSEQ 
-Perceived consequences of drug taking; DIS - Disinhibition; SN - Social Norm; PC 
-Perceived Control in access to drug; PDU-Peer drug use. 
� . ——� ———-- - ‘ - - - _ 
‘ . \ 
\ • 
The parameter estimates of the structural model for the delinquent sample 
were presented in Figure 3. 
Second, the school sample was examined. Input was a correlation matrix 
based on 494 adolescents in high school who had complete data (listwise deletion of 
missing values). The following fit indices were obtained: (288) 二 814.28，i} /df= 
2.83，RMR=.069, GFI=.95, and AGFI二.94�This reflected a slightly better model fit 
than the one for delinquent adolescents. 
The parameter estimates of the measurement model (factor loadings) were 
presented in Table 23. 
.�’ The parameter estimates of the structural model for the school sample were 
displayed in Figure 4. 
Two-Group Comparison 
The proposed structural model fitted in both samples which indicated that the 
structure of relationships held across different groups. Obviously, the parameter 
estimates differed from sample to sample. To test the inequality of estimates, a two-
group comparison was specified with the constraint that all relationships were set 
invariant from one group to the other. The following fit indices were obtained: y} 
(638) = 3236，x2/df=5.07，RMR=.092, GFI=.91. This was not satisfactory and, thus, 


















































































































































Parameter Estimates in the Measurement Model in the School Sample 
INTENT C O N S E Q D I S ^ VC PDU 
Cough Medicine 0.74 





Intention - heroin 0.72 






: "Swingers" 0.45 
"Jet Set" 0.31 
"Sexy Movies" 0.55 
Attitude 0.69 
Susceptibility 0.72 
Encouragement � 0.62 
Peer Attitude 0.59 
Ease - licit 0.66 
Ease - heroin 0.54 
Ease - illicit 0.81 
Peer - licit - 0.63 
Peer - heroin 0.41 
Peer - illicit 0.73 
Variable Labels: Drug - Illicit Drug Use; INTENT - Intention to try drugs; CONSEQ 
-Perceived consequences of drug taking; DIS - Disinhibition; SN - Social Norm; PC 
-Perceived Control in access to drug; PDU-Peer drug use. 











































































































































The present study has surveyed the licit and illicit substance use prevalence of 
two groups of adolescents in Hong Kong, namely the incarcerated delinquents and the 
school students. It did not come as a surprise that the delinquents reported higher 
drug use of all kinds and higher proportion of poly substance users than the students. 
Delinquents in the present research were incarcerated for diverse problems or 
offenses that may have included dealing with or abusing substances. This result was 
consistent with the postulation of the problem behavior theory (Jessor，1986) that 
substance use and abuse among adolescence were strongly associated with other 
problem behaviors, e.g., delinquency, deviant attitudes or school dropout. In 
丨 addition, the poly substance use phenomenon observed in both delinquent and school 
sample supports the emerging consensus that poly substance use is currently the rule 
rather than the exception among substance users (e.g., Wilkinson, Leigh, Cordingley, 
Martin, & Ld，1987). For the delinquent sample, the overwhelming majority . 
smoked, drunk and over 80% of them were illicit substance users. Among the illicit 
substances used by the school sample, cough medicine and organic solvents were 
- - - - — - -
relatively more widely used than the others. The non-medication use of cough 
medicine among adolescence seems to be a peculiar phenomenon in Hong Kong as 
very few, if any, statistics on this substance were performed overseas. However, the 
abuse of organic solvents or inhalants were also quite popular among the younger 
students in the States, e.g.，9% of the eighth graders reported use in the preceding 
year and nearly 18% have at least tried an inhalant (Johnston, O'Malley and Bachman, 
1993). The easy availability of these organic solvents through legal means, their 
cheap prices, and the youngsters' unawareness of its dangers may have accounted for 
its popularity among adolescents (Johnston et al.，1993). 
-- - ~ - “ 
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It was counterintuitive to detect higher levels of drug use in girls which was 
in contrary to the findings of previous researches that no sex difference was found on 
use of hard drugs (e.g.，Stein, Newcomb & Bentler，1987) or that male drinkers had a 
significantly higher absolute alcohol score than female drinkers (Barnes & Welte, 
1 9 8 6 ) � T h e girls in the delinquent sample used significantly more alcohol, stimulants 
and depressants than their male counterparts. Before jumping to the conclusion that 
the differences found between previous studies and the present research were due to 
cultural differences, it may be more appropriate to consider the differences as may be 
related to the uniqueness of the female incarcerated delinquents in the present sample. 
In Hong Kong, girls were less likely to become imprisoned than boys unless they 
violated the legal norms repeatedly. They therefore represented an unusual group of 
multiple offenders with severe behavioral or criminal problems. Anecdotal evidence 
.； suggested that many of them held jobs of prostitutes or waitresses in the red-light 
districts where they were exposed to various deviant behaviors including poly 
substance use. In addition, they earned enough to be able to afford drugs. Another 
speculation for the gender difference is that the female offenders might have more 
emotional problems and their higher use of alcohol and other illicit drugs such as 
stimulants and depressants may be a self-medicative means to counteract the negative 
affect The present data set, however, does not allow a more detailed analysis of the 
gender issue. 
Correlation analyses found that most of the psychosocial variables were 
moderately to highly associated with drag use. Peer influence variables such as peer's 
encouragement, attitude and use of substances correlated substantially and positively 
with all drug use measures (r ranged from .31 to .80). Family influence variables like 
family drug .use and parental attitude toward drag taking also demonstrated modest 
but significant correlation with drug use (r ranged from .17 to .40). Family cohesion, 
on the other hand, only slightly and negatively correlated with drug use (r ranged 
from -.03 to -.19). Individual influence variables like attitude toward drug taking and 
\ 
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susceptibility to peer pressure which were highly correlated among themselves also 
had considerable correlation with all drug use measures (r ranged from .33 to .76). 
Intention to try drugs and perceived control in access to drug also demonstrated 
significant and positive correlation with drug taking behaviors (r ranged from .28 to 
.73). Moreover, drug use correlated significantly with the personality trait of 
sensation seeking and its subscale, disinhibition (r ranged from .21 to .45). However, 
for the other Sensation Seeking Subscales like Thrill and Adventure Seeking, 
Experience Seeking and Boredom Susceptibility, they had relatively lower and even 
insignificant correlation with drug use (r ranged from .05 to .26)� It was also 
surprising to note that, in contrary to the findings of Kaplan (1975), self-esteem only 
minimally or even insignificantly correlated with drug use measures (r ranged from -
01 to -.12) although such a weak or lack of correlation were also reported by some 
other research (e.g., lessor & Jessor, 1977). 
In addition to investigate into the correlations between drag use and 
psychosocial variables, multiple regression analyses were performed to predict drug 
use from these variables. On the basis of the proposed conceptual model and the 
observed sex differences in some of the drug use measures, four broad classes of 
variables were selected to predict drug use: a) gender as a demographic variable; b) 
personality variables such as self-esteem and sensation seeking; c) social influence 
variables: peer and family drug use behaviors; and d) perceived behavioral control in 
access to drag. The other variables like attitude toward drug taking and susceptibility 
to peer pressure scales were excluded from the multiple regression analyses due to 
statistical consideration about the potential problem of muticollinearity. 
« 
The predictors for substance uses for the four sub-samples broken down by 
sex and institution were different in some aspects. However, in general, peer drug 
_ � u s e was consistently found to be one of the most important predictors for drug use. 
The role of family drug use in predicting adolescent substance use was also confirmed 
\ 
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although its contribution was less influential than peer drug use. The influences of 
peer and family drug use on adolescent's drug taking behavior might be accounted for 
by the social learning theory (Bandura, 1986) that peer or family members serve as 
role models for the imitation and reinforcement of behaviors. 
With respect to the role of personality variables in predicting drug uses, 
sensation seeking significantly predicted licit substance use in the school sample as 
well as illicit drug use in the delinquent sample. Such a significant predictive relation 
replicated the findings of previous research that among other personality measures, 
sensation seeking was typically the most powerful predictor of drug use (e.g., Jaffe & 
Archer, 1987). 
:! It was, however, interesting to note that for the school sample, the use of illicit 
substances was predicted only by peer and family drag use. On the other hand, the 
illicit drug uses among delinquent sample was predicted by both peer drug uses and 
the personality variable of sensation seeking. One of the speculation for the different 
predictors between the school and delinquent samples was that the illicit substance 
users among the school sample were more of the occasional or experimental illicit 
substance users and their occasional uses of illicit substances may be more likely to 
be facilitated by peer pressure to try the substances, imitated or being reinforced by 
peer or family models. On the other hand, peer pressure might not be a sufficient 
condition for the delinquent sample to become regular users of illicit substances. 
Instead, it was likely that their psychological predisposition of the sensation seeking 
trait together with peer drug use predicted further involvement with illicit drug uses. 
A farther regression analysis on the occasional and regular illicit substance 
users tended to support the above-mentioned speculation. Regression analysis results 
indicated that peer drug use was the only significant predictor for illicit substance use 
among the occasional illicit substance users. On the other hand, both sensation 
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seeking and peer drug use were significant predictors for illicit drug use among the 
regular illicit substance users. Such an obvious differences in the predictors of illicit 
drug use in these two groups of drug users tended to corroborate the above-mentioned 
speculation on the different predictors for the school and delinquent samples on illicit 
drug use. This speculation was indeed consistent with the conclusion reached by 
Kandel (1980) that social factors might better explain early involvement in drag use, 
while psychological factors better explained farther involvement in drag. 
Notwithstanding all multiple regression equations were found to be significant 
across different samples, the amount of variance accounted for by the equations, R2, 
was quite limited (R^ ranged from .06 to .43). The small amount of variance 
explained might be due to the homogeneity in the data set of the two samples, thus 
resulting in restricted variance of drag use measures in these two sub-samples. For 
the school sample, less than 10 percent of the participants were illicit substance users. 
On the other hand, over 98% in the delinquent sample were licit substance users and a 
great majority of them used these substances very regularly. In addition to the 
homogenous sample speculation, the small variance explained might reflect that there 
were some other factors influencing drag use that had not been included in the 
regression equations. For instances, it was speculated that one's ability to afford 
drugs might affect the frequency of drug used. Furthermore, constructs such as 
perceived self-efficacy to resist peer pressure or to refrain from risk behaviors that 
had been proven useful in research on risk behaviors (Bandura, 1992; Marlatt, Baer, 
& Quigley, 1994; Schwarzer, 1992，1994) might be included in future research. 
Some in-depth interviews with drag abusers might elicit more useful information to 
generate hypotheses on the predictors to account for more of the variance. 
A conceptual model was proposed to account for the complex relationships 
among the various psychosocial variables on drug use. In view of the moderate to 
high correlation between these variables and drug use, it was tempting to conclude 
\ 
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that these personality and social influence factors represented causal precursors, and 
this was why they had been labeled 'antecedents' in this paper. This conclusion, 
however, was less based on the present empirical evidence but more so on theoretical 
assumptions and on the literature. The opposite causal pathway could not be ruled 
out, i.e., that drug use would create attitudes, social norms, dispositions, etc. that were 
in line with one's deviant behaviors, a hypothesis in accord with Self-Perception 
Theory (Bern, 1972). However, this seemed to be less likely. Disinhibition, for 
example, was commonly regarded as being partly genetic (Watson & Clairk，1993; 
Zuckerman, 1971，1979, 1991)，and peer drug use was normally understood as a 
major social source of behavioral change, e.g., as suggested by the modeling 
paradigm of Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1992). 
,! In line with these assumptions, a complex structural model which was based 
upon the basic framework of the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1988) was 
proposed. Some refinement and modifications of this parsimonious theory were 
made to account for the drug taking behavior and its associated negative 
� \ 
consequences. The initial proposed model, which hypothesized that personality, 
social influence, social norms, and perceived behavioral control in access to drags 
‘affected drug use through the mediation of intention to try drags, did not satisfactorily 
fit the present data set. It might be partly accounted by the fact that although 
behavioral intention was usually one of the best predictors of an action, the intention 
measured in the present study did not refer directly to drug use behavior but to the 
hypothetical scenario that drugs might become licit. Therefore, it was an outcome 
variable in its own right and not merely a precursor of substance use. 
The final model suggested that the three latent outcome variables (intention, 
drag use and adverse consequences of drag use) might result from a psychological 
process that included the establishment of social norms as well as the perception of 
control over drugs. These psychological process factors were seen as dependent on 
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the more distal precursors of the social influence variables such as peer drug use as 
well as personality predispositions such as lack of inhibition. These two most distal 
precursors had an unbiased intercorrelation of .33 in the delinquent sample and .42 m 
the student sample. The more disinhibited the adolescents were, the more they 
socialized with deviant reference groups where substance use was prevalent. It 
remained a question for further longitudinal research to explore causality in this 
relationship. 
The social norm as a precursor was a more proximal social-cognitive mindset 
that consisted of attitudes, susceptibility to peer pressure, perceived peer 
encouragement, and perceived peer attitudes. These four variables were so highly 
intercorrelated in the present data set that they established one common factor. 
Whether this would be the case with different operationalizations or in different 
populations remains to be investigated. This social norm was similarly strongly 
associated with peer drug use and disinhibition in both samples. Adolescents with 
high levels of behavioral disinhibition who socialized with drug using peers were 
likely to develop a readiness towards using substances themselves. This accounted 
for 71% of the variance of this social-cognitive mindset within both samples. In 
particular," the intention to try farther substances if they were licit, was strongly 
associated with this mindset. This accounted for 72% of the variance in the 
delinquent group and for 32% in the student group. 
The fact that this structural model fitted in both delinquent and school samples 
indicated that the structure of relationships held across school and delinquent samples. 
Nevertheless, there were differences on the parameter estimates of the two samples. 
This suggested that the operating mechanism of drug related cognition and behaviors 
might be the same across populations but with different weights assigned to some 
- -parameters. —— 
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Frequency of drug use was very closely related to the social-cognitive norm in 
the delinquent sample, less so in the student sample. Furthermore, perceived 
behavioral control to gain access to drugs was a predictor in the delinquent sample 
and not at all in the student sample. This was obviously a result of the low prevalence 
rate of substance use in the student sample. Perceived control had not turned out to 
be an important mediator. It was, however, closely related to peer drug use. Social 
influence was not merely a psychological process of persuasion or peer pressure. It 
also included real opportunity structures and the material availability of substances. 
Another reflection of the different prevalence rates was found in the path 
leading from drag use to its adverse consequences. There was a high effect in the 
delinquent sample but no effect at all in the student sample. The incarcerated drug 
‘ users realized that they suffered from their problem behavior whereas the students did 
not perceive adverse life changes because they only experimented with very small 
amounts of substances. In the correlation analyses it was found that mainly cannabis 
and heroin use were followed by distress or performance deficits. 
In sum, there was evidence that at least two of the three outcome constructs ‘ _ - - - — • — • — � 
(intention, drug use) were well predicted by peer drag use and disinhibition as distal 
precursors jointly with a social-cognitive norm as a proximal precursor (or mediator). 
This was valid across two very different groups of adolescents. Moreover, there were 
additional features for the incarcerated youths by including effects from perceived 
control and by linking adverse consequences to the frequency of substance use. 
The present research has made a contribution mainly by examining two 
samples of adolescents in Hong Kong in terms of drag use prevalence and 
psychosocial antecedents. But there were some limitations in this research that had to 
- - be pointed out to interpret the results with caution. First, it was a cross-sectional 
design research which did not allow to make any causal inferences. The structural 
\ • 
model could be seen as a heuristic for other studies but did not represent a test of 
causal order. Longitudinal research would be more appropriate to investigate the 
causative relationships. Second, the data were self-report and there was no validation 
of drug use by physiological methods, observation, or peer ratings (cf. Anglin, Hser, 
& Chou，1993; Belkin & Miller，1992). This was difficult to perform, in particular 
with such large samples, without compromising anonymity. Third, it might be 
considered to use alternative measures to those employed here to see whether the 
operationalization affected the results. Fourth, additional constructs should be 
included that have been proven useful in research on risk behaviors such as perceived 
self-efficacy to resist peer pressure or to refrain from risk behaviors (Bandura, 1992; 
Marlatt, Baer, & Quigley，1994; Schwarzer, 1992，1994). Last but not the least, since 
the purpose of the research is to compare the incarcerated delinquents and school 
} students, it has not captured those adolescents who were not studying at school and 
not being incarcerated but had used substances. Future research might include this 
group of sample for more thorough analysis. 
� � 
The findings of present study did have some implications for research, 
prevention and intervention for adolescent substance use. The structural model which 
一 — ‘ - - - — . - . � L . . 
suggested that substance use was affected and mediated by various psychosocial 
factors implied that prevention and intervention programs on drug use needed to take 
into consideration of these factors. First, the findings endorsed the commonly held 
view that adolescents need to be trained how to resist social influence. This should 
not be pursued by 'fear appeals' or 'information appeals' but rather by the systematic 
development of 'resistance self-efficacy' (Marlatt, Baer, & Quigley，1994). Risk 
communication and the adoption of more realistic drug expectancies may set the stage 
for a more stable motivation to refrain from substances in favor of alternative actions 
that result in peer approval. It may be added, that disinhibition, although having 
_ presumably a genetic component, need not be taken for granted. Instead, it can be -
seen as an 'alterable variable'. Individuals become more constrained with increasing 
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age and maturity (Watson & Clark，1993; Zuckerman, 1971, 1979). This natural 
process can be promoted with the appropriate educational messages. In addition, we 
may provide high sensation seekers with alternative socially approved opportunities 
for meeting their sensation-seeking need which was regarded as a displaceable motive 
(e.g., Zuckerman, 1979). With respect to the direction for future research, 
prospective longitudinal research on adolescent substance abuse in Hong Kong would 
be worthwhile to pursue. In addition, in view of the diverse factors influencing drug 
use, a short psychological checklist on substance abuse incorporating the influential 
variables such a^ sensation seeking and peer drug use might facilitate the prevention 
and intervention process. Such a checklist could be utilized for early identification of 
problem adolescents at risk for substance use and thus prompt prevention or 
intervention can be administered. Moreover, such a psychosocial checklist could be 
applied in the treatment of substance abusers. For instances, their scores on the 
checklist could identify their relative assets such as cohesive family relations and 
problem areas which could then provide guidelines for treatment planning. 
- • “ ~ -- -
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請細心閲讀以下各項目，依照你自己的情況，選擇出最適合你的答案。 
(請在適當的空格內打上“ V ”號） 
- - - … … 
• ； — 一 非 - - , 常 
— ― ― - . 胃 不 不 
同 同 同 同 
,菅、 ：窘: Z瑟* '€、 
1 . 我 喜 飲 嘗 試 從 未 吃 過 的 食 物 。 • • • • 
2 • 我 喜 飲 無 拘 無 束 的 聚 會 。 • • . 口 口 
3 . 如 果 朋 友 給 我 一 杯 酒 ， 我 會 飲 了 它 。 • • ‘’ • • 
4 . 我 傲 事 的 能 力 和 大 部 份 人 一 樣 好 。 • • 口 • 
5 . 我 很 喜 致 留 在 家 裏 。 • • • • 
. 6 . 使 闻 非 法 藥 物 （ 例 如 「 丸 仔 J 、 「 白 粉 J 或 大 麻 等 ） ^ ‘ 
没 有 甚 麽 不 對 。 • • • • 
7 . 我 想 嘗 試 跳 降 落 傘 。 • • 口 • 
8 . 假 如 朋 友 叫 我 撕 爛 圖 書 館 的 謇 ， 我 3 1 1 J 1 樣 傲 。 • • • • 
9 . 非 法 藥 物 能 夠 提 萵 我 的 工 作 較 率 。 • • • • , 
1 0 . 我 常 希 望 成 爲 爬 山 者 。 ^ • _ _ • _ • _ • _ _ 
1 1 - 當 我 的 朋 友 全 部 都 在 飲 酒 時 ， 我 會 因 自 己 不 飲 酒 而 
感 到 被 冷 落 。 • • • • 
1 2 .我 喜 飲 同 「 時 髮 J的 人 在 一 起 。 • • • • 
1 3 . 雖 然 可 能 會 迷 路 ， 但 是 我 都 喜 飲 自 己 一 個 人 到 陌 
生 的 地 方 走 走 。 • • • • 
1 4 . 我 很 多 時 覺 得 自 己 很 無 周 。 . • • • • 
1 5 . 我 贊 成 立 法 管 制 非 法 藥 物 。 • • • • 
1 6 . 我 們 應 該 有 自 己 的 一 套 穿 衣 風 格 ， 即 使 有 時 會 “ 
使 人 感 到 古 怪 。 • • 口 • 
1 7 . 我 喜 敌 看 電 影 裹 的 性 感 鏡 頭 。 • • • • 
. 1 8 . 假 如 「 雜 得 」 和 「 白 粉 J 都 是 合 法 的 話 ， 我 可 能 會 
使 屈 它 們 。 • • • • 
1 9 . 常 常 見 到 熟 悉 的 面 孔 會 令 我 厭 倦 。 • • • • 




常 不 不 
- - - ： _ - 同 同 同 同 
• 意 意 意 意 — — _ . - -• - ‘ • . -
2 0 . 總 括 來 説 ， 我 覺 得 我 是 一 個 失 敗 者 。 • • • • 
2 1 . 我 相 信 启 己 有 足 夠 的 意 志 力 ， 就 算 我 使 用 非 法 藥 物 
也 不 會 「 上 癃 」 。 • 口 • 口 
2 2 . 我 會 想 像 自 己 同 「 有 錢 一 族 」 環 遊 世 界 ， 尋 求 
怯 樂 。 • • • • 
2 3 . 假 如 朗 友 叫 我 吸 煙 ， 但 我 的 父 母 又 不 想 我 這 樣 做 ， 
我 都 會 照 樣 吸 煙 。 • • • • 
2 4 . 我 覺 得 我 有 很 多 好 的 條 件 。 • • • • 
2 5 . 我 覺 得 現 代 畫 中 ， 都 些 不 協 調 的 顔 色 和 不 規 則 的 
圖 案 十 分 漂 亮 。 • • • • 
2 6 . 使 周 非 法 藥 物 會 使 人 前 途 盡 毀 。 • 口 • • 
2 7 . 當 你 能 預 知 某 人 的 一 舉 一 動 時 ， 郛 人 必 然 是 個 
單 調 而 呆 板 的 人 。 ’ • • • • 
2 8 . 當 煙 酒 都 可 以 合 法 地 被 廣 泛 使 周 時 ， 大 麻 和 「 雜 得 J 
‘ 都 應 該 合 法 化 。 • 口 • 口 
2 9 . 我 對 方 》 自 己 是 抱 著 肯 定 的 態 度 。 • • 口 口 
3 0 . 我 想 我 會 享 受 屈 畐 速 滑 雪 落 山 的 感 覺 。 • • • • 
3 1 . 非 法 藥 物 能 贫 助 我 逃 避 煩 惱 • • • • 
3 2 . 假 如 我 的 「 死 黨 」 逃 學 ， 我 都 會 逃 學 。 • • 口 • 
3 3 . 總 括 來 説 ， 我 很 滿 意 自 己 。 • • • • 
3 4 . 我 不 能 夠 忍 受 吾 看 一 次 我 曾 經 看 過 的 電 影 。 • • • • 
3 5 . 有 時 我 感 到 需 要 使 用 非 法 藥 物 來 鬆 驰 神 經 。 • • • • 
3 6 . 假 如 我 要 温 習 測 驗 ， 但 朋 友 約 我 看 戲 ， 我 2 1 J 1 和 他 
們 一 起 去 。 • • • • 
’ 3 7 . 我 認 爲 自 己 是 個 有 價 値 的 人 ， 至 少 同 其 他 人 相 等 。 • • 口 • 
3 8 . 我 有 時 喜 駄 做 一 些 有 點 兒 驚 險 的 事 情 。 • • 口 口 
3 9 . 我 希 望 我 能 夠 更 看 重 目 己 。 • • • • 








常 不 不 
同 同 同 同 . . 
,菅、 < 蜀、 *菅、 /瑟、 
4 1 . 我 喜 同 「 時 鬆 」 的 人 在 一 起 。 _ • • • • 
假 如 有 朋 友 請 我 試 食 一 些 我 從 未 試 過 的 「 丸 仔 」 或 
「咳藥水」等，我會試試它。 
4 3 . 很 多 時 ， 我 認 爲 自 己 一 無 是 處 。 • • • • 
4 4 . 有 些 非 法 藥 物 ， 例 如 大 谅 或 鎮 靜 劑 都 能 令 到 我 舒 服 
—些。 • • • • 
4 5 • 常 常 見 到 熟 悉 的 面 孔 會 令 我 原 倦 。 口 口 /口 • 
我 覺 得 我 没 有 甚 麼 値 得 驕 傲 。 • • • • . 
就 算 是 很 短 的 時 問 ， 留 在 家 裏 都 會 令 到 我 非 常 
之不而t煩。 • • • • 
請 形 容 家 庭 關 係 （ 請 在 適 當 的 空 格 内 打 上 “ v^  “ 號 ） ： 
從 很 問 時 經 
不 少 中 常 常 
1 . 家 人 會 互 相 絮 忙 。 • • • • • 
2 . 家 人 互 相 接 受 對 方 的 朋 友 。 • • • • • 
3 . 我 們 喜 飲 只 與 家 人 一 起 做 事 。 • • • • • 
4 • 家 人 感 到 成 員 之 問 的 關 係 比 外 人 更 親 密 。 • • • • • 
5 . 家 人 喜 駄 一 起 渡 過 空 餘 時 問 。 • • • • • 
6 . 家 人 彼 此 感 到 非 某 親 密 。 • • • • 口 
7 . 當 我 家 有 家 庭 活 動 時 ， 所 有 家 人 都 會 參 加 。 • • • • • 
‘ 8 . 我 們 很 容 易 想 到 可 以 一 家 人 做 的 事 情 。 • • • • • 
9 . 家 人 在 作 決 定 時 會 互 相 交 換 意 見 。 • • • • • 
1 0 . 全 家 團 結 是 十 分 重 要 的 。 - • n • • • 
• 3 . 
\ 
ft -
. . . ； . . 
個 人 資 料 ： • 
1 • 年 齡 ： 歲 
2. 性 別 ： • 男 • 女 
3. 教 育 程 度 ： • 從 未 正 式 入 學 -
——-——. ： — • 小 學 
• 中 一 至 中 三 
• 中 四 至 中 五 
_ • 中 六 至 中 七 … 
4 . 職 業 ： 口 學 生 • 其 他 （ 請 註 明 ： _ _ _ _ _ ) 
5 . 家 庭 跃 淀 ： • 父 母 已 離 婚 / 分 居 
• 父 / 母 已 去 世 
• 父 / 母 在 外 地 工 作 / 居 住 - — 
• 家 庭 完 整 
7. 你 父 親 / 母 親 的 教 育 程 度 是 ： 
父 親 的 敎 音 释 . 度 母 親 的 教 育 程 度 
• 從 未 正 式 入 學 口 從 未 正 式 入 學 
• 小 學 • 小 學 — 
• 中 一 至 中 三 口 中 一 至 中 三 
‘ • 中 四 至 中 五 口 中 四 至 中 五 
• 中 六 至 中 七 口 中 六 至 中 七 
• 大 專 / 大 學 • 大 專 / 大 學 
• 其 他 （ 請 註 明 ： ) • 其 他 （ 請 註 明 ： ） 
8 . 你 父 親 的 職 位 是 _ 。 
9. 你 母 親 的 職 位 是 _ _ ° 
1 0 . 你 的 兄 弟 姊 妹 數 目 ( ： ^ , 括 自 己 . 〉 ： 
‘ 1 1 . 與 你 一 同 居 住 的 家 庭 成 員 人 數 （ : S L S J L S _ ) ： — 
• 4 . 
\ 
» 
1 1 . 你 整 個 家 庭 平 均 毎 月 的 總 收 入 爲 ： 
• 4,0.00 元 或 以 下 • 14,001 - 16,000 元 
• 4,001 - 6,000元 • 16,001 - 18,000元 
• 6,001 - 8 ,000元 • 18,001 - 20,000元 - -
• 8,001 - 10,000元 • 20,001 - 22,000元 …―- -
• 10,001 - 12,000元 • 22,001 - 24,000元 -
1-2 y 001----14, 000^ - —  • 24,001 元 或 以 上 
1 2 . 你 現 在 / / 停 學 前 普 遍 的 考 試 成 績 是 全 班 中 
• 最 好 的 幾 位 • 比 普 遍 同 學 爲 差 
• 比 普 遍 同 學 爲 好 • 最 差 的 幾 位 
• 普 通 
• 
1 3 . 你 希 望 自 己 能 達 到 以 下 郵 個 教 育 程 度 ？ _ 
. . . - - --- -
. . - - . • 
• 小 學 畢 業 • 預 科 （ 中 七 ） 畢 業 
• 初 中 （ 中 三 ） 畢 業 • 大 學 / 大 專 畢 業 
• 高 中 （ 中 五 ） 畢 業 • 取 得 硬 仕 / 博 士 學 位 
1 4 . 在 你 一 生 中 ， 你 有 否 曾 經 使 用 過 以 下 的 「 物 質 J ？ ( 無 論 有 否 使 兩 過 ， 請 回 答 
每 一 題 ） 
• 有 否 
a ) 香 煙 . 口 口 
b ) 酒 類 • • • • • 
c ) 咳 藥 水 口 口 
d ) 有 機 溶 劑 （ 天 拿 水 、 膠 水 或 打 火 機 油 ） • • • 口 • 
e ) 大 麻 口 口 
f ) 白 粉 n • 
g ) 鎮 定 劑 （ 屋 仔 、 二 拾 紋 、 、 
綠 豆 仔 、 羅 氏 五 ， 十 號 、 
十 字 架 、 藍 精 靈 、 睡 覺 、 
笑 哈 哈 、 白 瓜 子 、 藍 瓜 子 ） . . . 口 口 
h ) 興 奮 劑 （ 大 力 丸 、 沐 、 安 菲 他 命 、 
可 卡 因 ） • • 口 • 
i ) 鎮 抑 劑 （ 巴 比 通 、 紅 度 鬼 、 莉 莉 四 十 、 
忽得、MX) • • 
^ j ) 麻 醉 鎮 痛 劑 （ 高 甸 、 止 咳 水 、 嗎 徘 、 
紅 包 菲 仕 通 ） • • • 
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1 7 . 你 多 數 與 什 麽 人 一 起 服 用 「 丸 仔 」 、 「 白 粉 」 、 「 大 麻 」 或 「 咳 藥 水 」 等 物 質 ？ 
• 獨 自 一 人 
• 與 朋 友 一 起 
• 與 同 學 一 起 
• 我 從 來 没 有 使 用 過 這 些 物 質 
. „ — — . - . * _ . — . 
1 8 . 你 多 數 從 那 褢 可 取 得 「 丸 仔 」 、 「 白 粉 」 、 「 大 麻 」 或 「 咳 藥 水 J 等 ？ 
• 朋 友 / 同 學 
• 家 人 親 屬 
• 商 人 / 毒 販 
• 其 他 人 
• 我 從 來 没 有 使 用 過 這 些 物 質 
1 9 . 你 是 否 很 容 易 能 夠 取 得 以 下 物 質 ？ . 
常 常 
！ 容 容 困 困 
1 易 易 難 難 
a ) 煙 或 酒 ’ • 口 • 口 
- b ) 白 粉 • • I • 口 
. c) . 「 丸 仔 」 � 大 麻 、 「 咳 藥 水 J 或 
有 機 溶 濟 • • 口 • 
d ) 其 他 非 法 藥 物 （ 請 註 明 ： ) • • • • 
2 0 . 你 的 好 朋 友 會 否 鼓 勵 你 使 用 以 下 「 物 質 」 ？ 
非 
非 常 
常 不 不 
鼓 鼓 鼓 鼓 
勵 勵 勵 勵 
a )煙 或 酒 • • • 口 
b ) 白 粉 • • • • 
C) 「 丸 仔 」 、 大 麻 、 「 咳 藥 水 」 或 
有 機 溶 濟 • • • • 




» • . ‘ - 1 
‘ ‘ ‘ > .• 
2 1 . 假 設 以 下 「 物 質 」 均 爲 合 注 的 ， 你 想 你 會 否 試 用 它 們 ？ • 
好… 
好 可 絶 . -
• 絶 可 . 可 能…•^對 
對 能 能_ - 不 不 
一 會 會 會 會 會 
a � 白 粉 . 
b ) 「 丸 仔 」 、 大 麻 、 「 咳 藥 水 」 或 f 
有 機 溶 濟 口 • 口 • • f 
c > 其 他 非 法 藥 物 （ 請 註 明 ： ) • • • • • ' 
2 2 . 你 的 父 母 或 其 他 家 人 （ 如 兄 弟 姊 妹 等 ） 使 用 以 下 「 物 質 」 的 情 況 。 
( 如 多 於 一 人 使 用 ， 請 以 使 周 最 多 的 家 人 爲 ? i ) 
没 每 每 每 毎 每 每 每 
有 月 月 星 星 日 曰 日 
— 二 期 期 一 多 使 
次 至 一 二 次 於 用 
或 三 次 至 一 次 
以 次 五 次 數 
下 次 
a ) 香 煙 （ 以 毎 枝 計 ） • • • • • • ？ ) 
b ) 酒 （ 以 每 杯 Z 躍 計 ） • 口 • • • • ) 
c ) 白 粉 • • • • • • ) 
d) 「 丸 仔 」 、 大 麻 、 「 咳 藥 水 」 
或 有 機 溶 濟 • • • • • • ) 
e ) 其 他 非 法 藥 物 （ 請 註 明 ： ) • • • • • • • 一 ) 
2 3 . 在 你 的 好 朋 友 當 中 ’ 有 多 少 人 每 1 最 少 會 使 用 以 下 「 物 質 」 一 次 ？ 
1 
至 大 
2 幾 部 全 
無 個 個 份 部 
a ) 煙 或 酒 • • • • • 
b ) 白 粉 • • • • • 
C ) 「 丸 仔 」 、 大 麻 、 「 咳 藥 水 」 或 
有 機 溶 濟 • • • • • 





2 4 . 你 的 父 母 / 好 朋 友 對 於 年 青 人 使 用 下 列 「 物 質 」 的 態 度 ： （ 請 盡 量 估 計 他 們 對 
M j r i L 物 質 的 態 度 。 ） 
父 母 態 度 好 朋 友 態 度 
非 常 非 常 
常 不 不 常 不 不 
_ … 节 贊 贊 . 贊 一 贊 贊 贊 贊 
成 成 成 成 成 成 成 成 
a ) 煙 或 酒 • • • • • • • • 
b ) g 粉 、 • • • • • • • • 
C) 「 丸 仔 」 、 大 麻 、 「 咳 藥 水 」 或 
有 機 溶 濟 • • • • • • 口 口 
d ) 其 他 非 法 藥 物 （ 請 註 明 ： ) • • 口 口 • • 口 口 
2 5 . 弁 禍 去 六 個 月 内 ， 你 遇 到 以 下 情 況 的 機 會 有 多 大 ？ ( 無 論 有 否 使 用 過 ’ 請 回 答 M i r i l ) 
没 很 問 時 經 
有 少 中 常 常 
a . 你 有 否 因 爲 使 用 酒 精 、 「 丸 仔 J 、 大 麻 或 「 白 粉 J 
等 而 影 攀 到 你 的 工 i M ^ ^ j l ^ Z 學 業 成 績 。 • • 口 • 口 
b . 你 有 否 因 爲 使 用 酒 精 、 「 丸 仔 J 、 大 麻 或 「 白 粉 」 
等 而 影 攀 到 你 的 • • • • • 
C . 你 有 否 因 爲 使 苗 酒 精 、 「 丸 仔 」 、 大 麻 或 「 白 粉 」 • 
等 而 影 響 到 你 的 i t ^ _ i _ M i t i m � • • • • • . 
d . 雖 然 明 知 使 用 酒 精 、 「 丸 仔 J 、 「 白 粉 」 或 大 麻 
等 會 令 你 的 社 交 、 工 作 、 心 理 、 身 體 等 各 方 面 引 q 
起 問 題 ， 但 是 你 依 然 繼 績 使 用 。 D • • • • 
e . 你 有 否 因 爲 使 兩 酒 精 、 「 丸 仔 J 、 「 白 粉 J 、 n 
或 大 麻 等 而 引 致 一 些 危 險 的 情 捉 ， 例 如 酒 後 駕 駭 。 • • • • 口 
2 6 . 你 是 否 曾 有 犯 罪 紀 錄 ？ • 是 （ 請 註 明 ： 一 ) 口 否 
2 7 . 你 是 否 曾 經 因 爲 毒 品 問 題 而 被 瞽 方 拘 捕 ？ 
• 是 • 否 
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